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PREFACE 


Since the end of World War 11, a great wealth of information 
has emerged about the nature of National Socialism, its 
origins and anlecedenls, its deeds, and the men and social 
forces of which it was composed. We now seem far removed 
from these things; many of them we are inclined to forget. 
Mueli has happened, both in postwar Germany and in the rest 
of tlie world, to impair our full sensitivity to these events, and 
to their inhumanity and brutality. 

And yet, the same passage of time has provided us with 
wider perspectives for comprehending them. The work which 
follows would have been far different had it been written in 
the confused months of the immediate “postwar” period. The 
emergence, in recent years, of voluminous documentary ma¬ 
terial (much of it produced in the Niirnberg trials), memoirs, 
and scholarly studies, has made it now quite apparent that 
little iiew^ light can be thrown upon Nazi foreign policy, or 
upon the once intriguing problem of “who made German 
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foreign policy” during the Hitler regime/ Yet this same ma¬ 
terial has led unerringly into another aspect of German gov¬ 
ernment and diplomacy: the German P^oreign Office. 

It is a rare occasion when a nation’s diplomatic archives 
are opened to the sc'ruliny of outside contemporaries, as were 
those of the German Auswdrtiges Amt and the Reichskanzlei 
al the end of World War II. For obvious reasons, such docu¬ 
ments ordinarily remain secret for generations. True, after 
World War I, the publication in Weimar Germany of Die 
Crosse Politik; in Russia, of the tsarist foreign-office archives; 
and, in Britain and France, of selected diplomatic fdes gave 
historians an early insight into the nature of prewar European 
diplomacy. Understandably, the scholarship turned loose 
upon these matei ials was directed chiefly toward an explora¬ 
tion of the whir’s origins, and to controversies over the political 
and moral responsibility for its outbreak. These studies re¬ 
sulted in much information about the nature, direction, and 
consequences of prewar great-power imperialism and, in par¬ 
ticular, of its economic manifestations. Yet it is regrettable 
that little was done with these sources to explore the internal 
“dynamics” of the machinery of diplomacy, or to study the 
diplomatic bureaucracy specifically as a phenomenon of polit¬ 
ical organization. 

For students of diplomatic history, international relations, 
and public administration, numerous and competent studies 
of the foreign offices and foreign services of most Western 
states are today avail able.* Much can be learned from them 
of the workings of modern diplomatic machinery. Some were 
conceived, quite properly, as guides to diplomatic practice. 
All of them reveal much about the formal structure of Western 
foreign offices, about the several administrative problems 
arising in the conduct of foreign policy; about their personnel 
methods and means of advancement in service; and about the 
traditions and ethical standards which have prevailed in them. 
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Yet all these studies labor under one general and unavoid- 
aJ)]e irnpediiTient. A student of foreign-office organization is 
almost inevitably restricted in his access to and use of con¬ 
temporary archive materials. Considerations of state security 
and of propriety with respect to living statesmen, prohibit his 
ovcrzealous use of state documents to describe in detail the 
workings of modern diplomacy. 

Tliese impediments w^cre not to such an extent placed in the 
Avay of the author of the present work. Total defeat of Nazi 
Germany brought in its train total exposure of its records— 
including Foreign Office documents. These papers, along with 
documents subsequently made public at trials of ministerial 
officials, were made available to researchers—a notably lim¬ 
ited public. The careers and activities of German diplomats 
arc thereby revealed to a degree seldom encountered in the 
study of the diplomatic service of a modern great power. For 
these reasons the following study may perhaps claim a candor 
and do( umentation not usually present in works of this kind. 

The purpose of this work is twofold. On the one hand it is 
an analysis of one crucial segment of the German civil service 
under the Nazi regime and thus intimately connected with the 
whole problem of National Socialism and the Nazi state. On 
the other hand it deals with a wider, and perhaps more uni¬ 
versal problem: the behavior and moral rcsj)onsibility of the 
bureaucratic technician in modern society-—a problem not 
unique to Germany. 

‘The fixed person for the fixed duties,” A. N. Whitehead 
wrote prophetically some years ago, “who in older societies 
was such a godsend, in the future will be a public danger.” 
This study focuses attention on such men: on the technicians 
of diplomacy in a totalitarian regime, on the forces which 
played upon them, on their response to them, and on the man¬ 
ner and reason for their behavior under a ruthless system. 

In the first three decades of our century. Max Weber and 
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Others stimulated much interest in the nature of bureaucracy 
in modern society, and of the “technicians” who ran the deper¬ 
sonalized machinery of government.'' One aspect of tliis in¬ 
vestigation centered upon the behavior and the power of the 
modern civil service. 

Large,long-established state bureaucracies, Weber asserted, 
are capable of considerable independence and insulation from 
political leadership, and of formulating and executing their 
own policies regardless of the policies of that leadership. The 
notion that a bureaucratic establishment somehow may be re¬ 
duced to a totally passive “instrument” of political leadership 
ignores known facts of administrative behavior of oflicials. 
The notion that a civil service should not only function as an 
instrumentality but also be indifferent to the question of who 
possesses state power, and the ends to which this power is 
exercised, likewise ignores the realities of bureaucratic be¬ 
havior. Max Weber, in his study of bureaucracy, it is true, 
conceded that an administrative state apparatus was poten¬ 
tially capable of “rationalization”; that “dehumanization”— 
the obliteration from official behavior of “love, hatred and all 
purely personal elements”—constituted psychological pre¬ 
requisites for a fully “rational” bureaucracy. While such 
characteristics doubtless constitute standards of administra¬ 
tive behavior, they represent merely operative norms, and 
ignore the potentialities, within a bureaucratic establishment, 
of discretionary behavior, of rule- and decision-making, where 
an official administrative apparatus itself may make policy. 
Wielders of state political power always have been conscious 
of the potentialities of oppositional behavior in a civil serv¬ 
ice—regardless of whether they possessed the capacity to 
frustrate it; and while the modern democratic state may estab¬ 
lish legal frameworks to surround a permanent civil service 
and restrict its overt political activities (for example, the 
Hatch Act in the United States), such formal legal measures 
can, of course, only with extreme difficulty penetrate to the 
core of the political power of a bureaucracy. 
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T}ie degree to which a state bureaucracy may, or may not, 
he pervaded with loyalty to a given political regime, or share, 
in l)road measure, common political values with such a regime, 
is not easily discoverable. We may suggest certain criteria of 
analysis: the degree of development of an autonomous bureau- 
ciatic esprit de corps; the value implications of such a service 
ideology; the degree of economic independence possessed by 
dominant elements within such a bureaucracy; the sociolog¬ 
ical origins of such men; the relationship of a “bureaucratic 
elite” to other agglomerations of political power within a so¬ 
ciety; the nature of material and psychological rew^ards avail- 
ahle to higlier civil servants as consequence of compliant be- 
liaviof; the relationship of substantive policies espoused by a 
political leadership to established or “traditional” policies of 
an older bureaucracy; and the degree of cultural homogeneity 
of a bureaucratic oflicialdom.* In all events, it is clear that, 
while rational administrative organization, the functional 
rationalization, and hierarchical ordering of a bureaucratic 
administration require the diminution and restriction of free, 
autonomous individual decision making (and the consequent 
estal)lisliment of fixed and official laws, rules, or administra¬ 
tive regulations), this very characteristic of a bureaucracy 
constitutes one of its greatest collective powers. The fact that 
hureaucralic instilulions, overtly or covertly, may exercise 
wide discretionary powers in making public policy is today a 
generally recognized facl.'^ 

Yet bureaucratic “neutrality”—the assertion of official dis- 
inteiesledness in the making of administrative decisions—is 
a valid notion under specific circumstances; to assert other¬ 
wise would be to deny any prospect of rational administrative 
behavior at all. In a constitutional state, the administration of 
public law by bodies of public servants requires the existence 
of norms of “disinterestedness.” To assume that the political 
or ideological predispositions of a career bureaucracy (grant¬ 
ing a necessary homogeneity of belief systems in such an of- 
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ficialdom) inevitably dispose it to a specific course of political 
behavior regardless of its political leadership, severely mis¬ 
judges the potentialities of powerful leadership. Weber, who 
correctly emphasized the potentialities of autonomous power 
in a fully rationalized bureaucratic establishment, failed to 
assess adequately the vulnerability of such an officialdom 
under certain circumstances. His antithesis of the “charis¬ 
matic” to the bureaucratic personality- the former endowed 
with qualities of magnetic leadership and irrational persua¬ 
sion—indicated his awareness of the problem presented by a 
gifted manipulator of men placed in charge of a bui eaucratic 
establishment. But the techniques of extracting compliance 
from obdurate organized bureaucracies need not l)e limited 
merely to charisma; a bureaucracy may be reduced to hapless 
confusion, paralysis, and total subordination by other devices 
as well, and thereby abandon whatever ideological virtue it 
may theretofore have possessed. Nor need such devices be 
employed by the formal political leadership of the state. The 
techniques of persistent denunciation, public defamation, 
character assassination, private terror may, under revolu¬ 
tionary conditions, have a profound ellecl upon ihe character 
and morale of a bureaucratic establishment, and, indeed, 
within a relatively brief lime demolish its institutional effec¬ 
tiveness." 

In dealing with the first of the two staled purposes of this 
study, an analysis is made of the behavior of the traditional, 
conservative German foreign service—the Wilhelmslrasse— 
in the politically violent Nazi period; an assessment is sought 
of the collective reactions of that bureaucracy to the varied 
inducements to compliance which the Nazi state afforded it; 
and of tJie techniques used by a totalitarian state to control its 
inherited civil service. 

The burden of this narrative and analysis is not directed at 
any uniquely “German” problem of totalitarianism. This is 
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a slucly of llie progressive disintegration of a diplomatic serv¬ 
ice; of the moral problems encountered by men of bureau- 
cialic power—conservative or otherwise—when faced by the 
terror and inducements of a revolutionary movement which 
shattered the constitutional fabric of a pluralistic society. 
'Jliere is much in this narrative which will appear ludicrous 
and, at limes, fantastic. None of it is untrue. The consequences 
of the irresponsible exercise of irresponsible power are well- 
known. As Trevor-Roper has said, “‘neither courts nor feudal¬ 
ism arc nurseries of political intelligence.”" The examples of 
grotesque j)ersonal struggles, incompetence, and confusion in 
I lie foreign service of the Third Reich and its leadership have 
their place here because they were characteristic of the totali¬ 
tarian system in which they occurred. But the humor and irony 
which we may see in them today should not cause us to over¬ 
look the larger and far more pervasive horror of the Nazi 
stale itself. If this study may claim any worth, it is not comedy, 
but tragedy. 

The author wishes to express his gratitude to a number of 
jiersons whose advice and help were of value in the shaping 
of this work. His chief debt is to Professor Franz L. Neumann 
of Columbia University, under whose scrutiny the contours of 
this book emerged; to Professors Peter Gay and Fritz Stern, 
also of Columbia University, whose encouragement and en¬ 
lightenment were a goad and reassurance; to Professors Ray¬ 
mond J. Sonlag of the University of California and Gordon 
Craig of Princeton, who read this manuscript in various stages 
of development; to Miss Catherine Fcrner, of the International 
Law Library of Columbia University, whose persistent pa¬ 
tience and help brought together most of the materials used in 
ihe study; to Mr. Henry Sachs, of the United States Army 
Document Center 7771 in Berlin, Germany, who provided 
access to documentary sources on the Nazi Party; to Frau 
Marta Woermann, of the Documentary Archive of the Law 
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Faculty of Heidelberg University, for her assistance in fur¬ 
nishing materials used in the defense of Wilhelmstrasse of¬ 
ficials in the Niirnberg trials; to Dean Lawrence Chamberlain 
of Columbia College for his charitable and always heartening 
judgments and advice; to Professor Ernst B. Haas of the Uni¬ 
versity of California for his critical scrutiny of this manu¬ 
script; to Mr. Max E. Knighl of the editorial department of the 
University of California Press, for his competent assistance; 
and to Kandorn House for permission to quote a passage from 
Archibald MacLeish’s Actfive and Other Poems. To his wife, 
the author can but say that, while the ensuing pages were tlie 
product of Ills pen, they were wrought by him under her own 
standards of style and judgment to which he could only have 
aspired, and which sprang from a political understanding 
which political scientists, not uncommonly, lack. 

P. S. 
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There are many such in the sand here—many who did not 
perceive, who thought the time went on, the years ivent jor- 
ward, the history ivas continuous—who thought tomorrow 
was of the same nation as today. There are many who came 
to the frontiers between the times and did not know them — 
who looked for the sentry-box at the stone bridge, for the 
barricade in the pines and the declaration in two languages — 
the warning and the opportunity to turn. . . . What is required 
of us is the recognition of the frontiers where the roads end. 


ARCllIBALT) MACI.EISH 
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PERMANENCE 

AND 

TRANSITION 


In limes past, the great European foreign offices took their 
names from their locations, Whitehall, the Qiiai d’Orsay, and 
the Wilhelmslrassc in the nineteenth century became the three 
greal avenues of diplomacy. Whitehall, once named for the 
jialace of llie bishops of York, is a street in Westminster run¬ 
ning from Charing Cross to Parliament Street. As a political 
expression it calls to mind the buildings which are situated on 
it: more particularly the British Foreign Office. Similarly, the 
Quai d’Orsay is identified with the French Ministry of Foreign 
Alfairs, and the Berlin Wilhelmstrasse with the German 
Foreign Office. 

Such thoroughfares, a part of the turbulent present, still 
echo the past greatness of their histories. The imaginative 
visitor of today might easily fancy that along their pavements 
still crowd the troubled spirits of Palmerston and Grey, Poin- 
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care and Briand, Bismarck and Stresemann. Confronted by the 
imagined presence and eounseJ of such departed statesmen, 
the living servants of the state may sense in issues of contem¬ 
porary moment greater historical proportion and depth. 

But the diplomatic service acquires its durability, its unique 
traditions and rules, from other things than the masonry which 
gives it shelter. Institutions of men seem to persist despite the 
demonstrated transiency of mortar, brick, stone and steel and, 
even, of individuals themselves. History, which after all deals 
with intangibles as easily as with the tangible, will long re¬ 
member and judge such institutions as groups of men, long 
alter their geograpliic.al habitat and architectural shelters 
have been obliterated. 

Such was the fate of Wilhelmstrasse 74-76—headquarters 
of the German foreign service—and its inhabitants. A visitor 
returning to the Berlin of 1954, cliancing to turn south from 
Unler den Linden, one block east of the Brandenburger Tor, 
would have found it hard to recall even the location of these 
vanished gray buildings. In not too remote days, two stone 
sphinxes guarded the main portals of the German Foreign 
OHiee. They, too, are obliterated. A vast and silent waste 
marks the remains of the street of Bismarck, Stresemann, 
Neurath, and Rihbcntrop. A waste also is the corner of Wil- 
helnistrasse and Voss-Strasse—the place where once the Keich 
Chancellery stood. In 1954, the Wilhelmstrasse—which once 
teemed with the trallic of European diplomacy—was but a 
deserted path paralleling the frontiers between East and West 
Berlin, casting the dust of its rubble in the eyes of too-curious 
passers-by. The judgment of recent history has been visited 
upon the diplomats of Germany. 

The Wilhelmstrasse was not always the home of the Prus¬ 
sian diplomatic service, from which that of modern Germany 
sprang. Almost a century passed between 1728, when Fred¬ 
erick William I directed his Minister von Ilgen to establish in 
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Potsdam an agency to carry out Prussian foreign affairs, and 
that day in 18]9 when the Prussian government purchased 
Wdhelmstrasse No. 76 from the Russian diplomat Alopaeus. 
Tin’s Imilding, destined to become the administrative center 
of Ih’ussian diplomacy, was used solely by the Prussian For- 
(Ugn Minister Graf von Bernstorff as liis personal residence 
from 1819 until 1832. Here, also, from 1862 to 1878, Bis¬ 
marck himself lived until (in III is latter year) lie moved down 
the street to Wilhelmstrasse 77, which once was the Palais 
Radziwill, and which later became the Reich Chancellery. 
After the Franco-Prussian War, the Prussian Foreign Office 
(Ausivartiges Amt) became the Reich Foreign Office {Auswdr- 
tifrrs Amt des deutschen Reiches). After this, more buildings 
along the street were acquired: Wilhelmstrasse 75—once 
owned by the Decker publishing house—was purchased in 
1877, and came to be used as a villa for Bismarck’s foreign 
stale secretaries. AftfT World War I, Wilhelmstrasse 74 was 
taken over from the former Reich Office of the Interior 
(lieirhsamt des Iniiern) . Later, the Foreign Office, in its latter- 
day expansion, came into possession of other buildings widely 
scattered throughout Berlin. But the central core of its admin- 
isirative apparatus remained in Wilhelmstrasse 76. At various 
times, other Reich agencies and ministries were located on 
tills street—the Reich Colonial Office, the Reich Office of the 
Inicrior, the Reich Chancellery, and the Reich Propaganda 
Ministry. Yet the title “Wilhelmstrasse” could be claimed 
only l)y the chaste gray buildings which lined the western side 
of the street and housed the career civil servants of German 
diplomacy.* 

“The Wilhelmstrasse,” according to a pre-World War I 
Baedeker, “forms the western boundary of the Friedrich- 
Sladt. The northern half of this street is considered the most 
Hj'istocratic quarter of the city.”“ The same adjective might 
have been applied to Imperial Germany’s diplomatic repre- 
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sentatives and of its chief Foreign Office officials. Before 
World War I, lacking an aristocratic title were only eight of 
the sixty Gcrnuin diplomats listed in the biographical appen¬ 
dix to the collection of German Foreign Office documents, 
Ausivdrti^e Politik des deiitschen Reiches 1871-1914. As one 
quasiofficial biographer of German diplomacy later wrote: 
‘"It musi not be forgotten tliat, next to brains, the other two 
‘b's’ (birth and bank account) have always played an impor¬ 
tant role in diplomacy and will continue to do so.” 

Similar comments could be (and were) made about all 
major European foreign services both before and after World 
War I. John Bright—we might recall—once described the 
British Foreign Service in 1858 as “neither more nor less than 
a gigantic system of outdoor relief for the aristocracy,”' a 
view equally tenable at later dates. Years laler, the French 
Foreign Office was criticized for its “antirepublican” char¬ 
acter, in much tlie same sense.' Even a critic of the American 
State Department, writing in 1942, could observe of the “re¬ 
publican” officialdom of the American diplomatic service: 

Their personal background, their schooling, their personal beliefs 
and family connections, their economic and social standing . . . breed 
a disbelief in change, a suspicion of new formulations. . . . The insti¬ 
tution tends to attract—and selc^ct “-men who, to begin with, might 
be expected to r(!S])ond to these traditions." 

Certain circumstances surrounding the growth of the diplo¬ 
matic service of Western Europe made this branch of state 
activity much less susceptible than others to “democratization” 
during the nineteenth century. Traditionally European diplo¬ 
macy had been largely tJie affair of kings and princes and 
small groups of advisers. Ambassadors were personal emis¬ 
saries of their rulers to the courts of foreign princes. This 
practice continued even where monarchical absolutism—as in 
England—was checked and overthrown. A diplomat found 
socially unacceptable at a foreign court would have been a 
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political liability to his sovereign. As de Callicres, early in 
the eighteenth century, wrote of the diplomats of his time: “It 
is. . . desirable that an ambassador should be a man of birth 
and hreeding, especially if he is employed in any of the prin¬ 
cipal courts of Europe, and it is by no means a negligible 
factor that he should have a noble presence and a handsome 
face/'' 

The aristocratic diplomat, then, was but a representative of 
tlie political and social system in which he lived and worked, 
and he persisted, with this system, through the nineteenth 
century. 

The aristocratic tradition in Imperial Germany’s diplomatic 
service was markedly distinguished from those of the other 
great Western European powers. In 1871, Germany inherited 
from Ih ussia a highly rationalized, professionally trained, per¬ 
manent bureaucracy, an important part of which was the 
Prussian Foreign Oflice. The prestige of this bureaucracy as a 
whole was enormous. Recruited not only from the aristocracy 
but also from the commercial and, later, industrial middle 
class, its personnel by the turn of the century was an amalgam 
of the “liberal” nationalist and conservative elements of Ger¬ 
man society. This was particularly true of the higher official¬ 
dom of the German Foreign Office. Top diplomatic posts in 
Imperial Germany, it is true, were filled frequently by aris- 
locratic “amateurs,” recruited by the Kaiser and his chancel¬ 
lors from the Junker nobility and, even to a greater extent, 
from the western and southern German petty aristocracy. But 
the Foreign Office of Prussia, and later of Germany, did not 
permit such amateurism to pervade its permanent diplomatic 
officialdom. Bismarck himself once remarked that “birth 
could not be an excuse for inefficiency.”' Imperial Germany 
led the great powers of Europe by systematizing personnel 
selection methods for its foreign service,’ and by introducing 
far more elaborate objective requirements for candidates than 
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those which are custoTiiary, even today, for the British or 
American services. 

An order of the Reich cliancellor dated April 30, 1903, 
which remained in force through 1914, may serve to illustrate 
this. According to its rules, a prospective candidate for the 
German foreign service faced a rigorous process of selection. 
He was required to have a thorough mastery of English and 
French; evidence of adquate educational background; and it 
was recommended that he have successfully completed the 
first legal examination in one of the federal states. “Applica¬ 
tions for admission,” the order read, “are to be directed to 
the State Secretary of the Foreign Ollice. The following are 
to be transmitted with the application: a self-composed career 
statement; evidence of completed (ediicalional) examinations; 
a medical sLalement concerning the apt)licanl’s health; and a 
statement of the applicant’s personal property holdings.”"’ 

If an applicant could meet these requirements, he was per¬ 
mitted to undergo the first of Iwo examinations, the so-called 
written and oral i)reexaminalion, supervised by a special 
standing committee headed by the state secretary himself. 
Applicants failing this examination were not permitted a sec¬ 
ond attempt. 

The successful applicant, however, was admitted to the 
so-called preparatory service: a probationary period, the dura¬ 
tion of which depended normally upon the applicant’s prior 
legal accomplishments. Thus, five years in this service were 
required for candidates with no previous legal training; four 
years, for those who had passed their first slate legal examina¬ 
tion ; and only one for those who had passed their second legal 
examination or the examination for the higher administrative 
service in one of the federal states. Admission to this status as 
a candidate, however, conveyed no claim to final acceptance in 
the career service. At the end of his preparatory service, the 
candidate was subjected to the even more severe final exami¬ 
nation (diplomatische Prufung). 
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This second screening examination was far more compre- 
liensive than the first. It comprised written and oral examina- 
lioiis of the candidate’s knowledge of history, public law, 
international law, economics, finance, and commerce. In the 
oral examination he was subjected to questions on history and 
geography in both French and English. As in the earlier exam- 
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illations, he was judged by a board headed by the state secre¬ 
tary. Successful completion of this examination carried with 
it appointment in the foreign service as legation secretary, the 
lowest rung of the permanent higher officialdom, and the 
assurance of promotion to higher rank. 

These “objective” criteria assured the German foreign serv¬ 
ice of a continuing stream of financially wtdl-endowed, 
university-educated law students—an educational elite. Be¬ 
fore World War I, a private income of at least RM 15,000 
was officially required of applicants.” Without it a young dip¬ 
lomat wmuld have been unable to survive in what was, after 
all, a financially exacting occupation, and one poorly re- 
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warded. Even a higher official with rank ol Vortragender Rat 
(rendered in this hook as '■\senior embassy counselor,” in rank 
cquivalcnl to Botschaflsrat), in the early 19()0\s received no 
more tfian a minimum salary of HM 7,000 and a maximnrn 
of RM 11,500. ^ Subjective criteria of family origin continued 
lo play a decisive part in the selection of diplomats. Until 
1919, the jol) of seleclion of new oflicials lay in the hands of 
the powerful Foreign Office Political Division, which itself 
drew heavily upon the German aristocracy for its officials. 
The last five Folilical Division directors in ihe Imperial For¬ 
eign Office were: Prince Lichnowski, von Flotow, Count Botho- 
Wedel, Count Georg Wedel, and Prince zu Wied. ' As L. W. 
Muncy wrole, only those candidates who passed their exami¬ 
nations wilh the highest grades ‘‘could be sure of an appoint¬ 
ment regardless of station or connections.” For the rest, familial 
lineage, membership in the Stiidenterikorps of one of the Ger¬ 
man universities, and personal connections wx're decisive." 
As Max Weber wrole, “It is common knowledge that the stu¬ 
dent corporation is the lypical method of social education for 
the entrants into nonmilitary governmental offices.”' 

Between 1871 and 1914 the bureaucratic institution housed 
along the Wilhelmslrasse grew' in size and complexity. At the 
time of the P'ranco-Prussian War the Prussian Foreign Office 
had been, organizationally speaking, a rather simple affair. 
Two bureaus, both under supervision of a state secretary, were 
in charge of political, personnel, trade, and legal affairs. 
Reflecting Bismarck’s intimate preoccupation with the details 
of diplomacy, Wilhclrnstrasse 76 housed both the chancellor 
and the Political Division. “Technical” divisions were rele¬ 
gated to a smaller office farther down the street. 

After 1879, however, in response to Germany’s rapid over¬ 
seas expansion and industrial growth, other agencies were 
added to the Foreign Office. In 1890, separate Trade, Legal, 
and Personnel divisions had grown up alongside the central 
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Political Division. In the same year a Colonial Division (which 
later became a separate office) was added. By 1914, the For¬ 
eign Office consisted of five separate offices. " 


NEW BLOOD 

Imperial Germany’s collapse in 1918 produced a burst of 
revolutionary energy which, in the course of its first six 
months, seemed lo portend a transformation of German soci¬ 
ety. When the reins of political power were handed to the 
majority Socialist leaders in November, 1918, the German 
civil service was, for the first time since the early nineteenth 
century, placed in the hands of a party committed to drastic 
social reform. 

The catastrophes of war and defeat, in this early phase of 
the Weimar Republic, had widely discredited not only the 
foreign policy of Imperial Germany, but also the diplomats of 
the Wilhelmstrasse, The excesses of “secret diplomacy,” re¬ 
vealed in Germany as well as in other great European powers, 
exposed the great discrepancy between public word and pri¬ 
vate deed in the prelude to the war. This upsurge of belated 
hostility to diplomats and statesmen was not confined to Ger¬ 
many. It permeated the parliaments and press of all Western 
powers. The utopian Wilsonian demand for the abolition of 
'"secret diplomacy” found expression in proposals for con¬ 
stitutional reforms at the Weimar Constitutional Assembly. 
These reforms were enacted and became part of the new repub¬ 
lican constitution; In article 35 of the constitution, the new 
Reichstag was given greater control over the supervision of 
foreign policy; a permanent Committee on Foreign Relations 
with investigatory powers was established, and could act even 
when the Reichstag was not in session. " The new constitution 



THE WILPrELMSTRASSE 


10 


Iiirtber conferred upon the German parliament discretionary 
power to remove the foreign minister independently of the 
eahinel as a whole. The power of ratifying treaties of alliance 
and others affecting federal legislation was given the Reichs¬ 
tag and Cimdesrat. Through enlarged appropriation powers, 
the Reichstag obtained iheorelically wide discretionary powers 
over internal administrative policy in the Foreign Office, as 
well as in other ministries of the federal government. 

The Wilhelnistrasse, in the critical and anarchic days be¬ 
tween November, 1918, and May, 1919, continued to function 
under the interim custodianship of Count Brockdorff-Rantzau 
as the new Republic was born. Its ranks thinned by the depre¬ 
dations of war and four years of greatly diminished diplo¬ 
matic activity, the foreign-service personnel in April, 19]9, 
had shrunk to 40 per cent of its 1914 size. The new Social 
Democratic regime, seeking to stabilize its control over its 
inherited civil service, found few diplomatic enthusiasts. A 
few younger officials, believing in the notion of German de¬ 
mocratization, bore witness to their new loyalties by wearing 
black-red-gold buttons in ibeir lapels. Most, however, con¬ 
tinued to adhere to the vanished monarchy.' New political 
ofliclals appeared in the office—concessions to the new times; 
on November 11, 1918, in fact, an order was issued to all 
officials of the Foreign Office calling for the creation of an 
elected “workers’ councir’—an idea regarded by most as 
rather “comical, something quite new and singular in the 
history of the Office,” and was rendered moribund soon after 
its establishment. ‘ Yet, seemingly, the birth of the German 
Republic*, portended the appearance of a new official apparatus 
charged wdth making and carrying out a “new” German for¬ 
eign policy. Eduard Bernstein uttered words in 1921 which 
were pertinent for these early, optimistic days:'* 

The (leniocralizatiun of diplomacy in the long run means nothing 
less than the abolition of diplomacy. . .. But the direction of the whole 
reorganization of our foreign service must aim to placie the relations 
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and tdansitton 

[Uc Onnaii Republic toward other peoples upon an entirely difier- 
ciil basis than it has been in the past. .. . We need a foreign service 
uhich. bolh in form and spirit, gives expression to oiir republican 
ideals. 

In those days it was the conviction both of the German 
Social Democratic and moderate Center leadership that basic 
reforms should take place within the German foreign service. 
Bernstein’s remarks were vague, but during the Weimar Con- 
stiliilional Assembly other Republican leaders were more 
explicit. In the woids of one: 

Wc are eoiivineed lhat there are men in all strata of our Republic 
who arc* capable of represenling Germany abroad. The circumstance 
ibal these [repn^sentativc'sj now come from only one class must be 
done away wilh; for we no longer have any use for ambassadors 
intended merely for a sp(x;ific stratum of foreign societies, we need 
them for all classes in every country. ' 


In Ap)ril, 1919, Foreign Minister Brockdorff-Ranlzau an¬ 
nounced that such changes were, in fact, under consideration. 
Under the direction of a certain Geheunrat, Edmund Schiller, 
a complete reorganization of the German foreign service was 
in progress. The structure of the prewar Foreign Office was 
being demolished. A new, streamlined “regional” apparatus 
was to arise upon the ashes of the old Foreign Office divisions 
I A bteiliingen ). The “monopoly” which the once-powerfiil and 
exclusive Political Division once had exercised over the For¬ 
eign Office as a whole was to be broken. Brockdorff-Rantzau 
tleclared before llie Reichstag: “I know that people are saying 
that the ‘same old sluggishness’ still prevails in the Foreign 
Office. But whoever says this has no knowledge of tlie changes 
already made or still in preparation. ... I am firmly resolved 
to make changes.” ‘ 

The year 1919 seemed opportune for experimentation in 
such reforms. The Socialist Foreign Minister Hermann Muller 
declared in the fall of that year: “The German Republic must 
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bring new men into its top [diplomatic] posts. But that alone 
is not enough. Above all we must see to it—this is perhaps 
more important—that the basis of selection [of officials] is 
broadened in the future, in order that tomorrow’s officials will 
be drawn from all walks of life.”" 

As of April 1, 1918, only 184 active higher officials re¬ 
mained in the foreign service, compared with 335 in April, 
1914,—a decrease of 61 per cent. By April, 1919, a year later, 
the number had dropped to about 145. Neither Brockdorff- 
Rantzau nor Muller aimed at a total purge of the older diplo¬ 
mats. “It is entirely unnecessary,” said Muller in the fall of 
1919, “to dismiss every diplomat who served the Reich under 
the ancien regime, . . . But it is quite obvious that whoever 
harbors the intent of intriguing against the Republic shall 
under no circumstances be appointed to any diplomatic, post.” ‘ 
In October, 1919, a spokesman of the Constitutional Assem¬ 
bly’s Central Committee was able to reporl, of the foreign 
service, that not less than 119 officials had been retired either 
“voluntarily” or “not quite voluntarily.” ‘ 

Organizational plans in 1919 for the Wilhelmstrasse head¬ 
quarters called for nine divisions and a special foreign-trade 
bureau—a structure far more elaborate than its prewar Im¬ 
perial predecessor. Many German missions and consulates 
abroad were not restored to their prewar dimensions until 
long after ratification of the Versailles peace treaty. But due 
to the sudden expansion of the home office, a large number of 
positions suddenly were available to be filled by new diplo¬ 
mats. As the venerable Wilhelmstrasse doorkeeper commented, 
“The German Reich keeps getting smaller and smaller, but 
the Foreign Office gets bigger and bigger.”"" 

The “Schuler reformers” of the Foreign Office aimed at lib¬ 
eralizing entrance requirements into the career service. Ac¬ 
cordingly, after World War I new applicants no longer were 
required to give evidence of independent means to qualify 
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lor entrance examinations. Accepted candidates, ranked as 
altaches in the service, were provided with minimum stipends 
of RM 350 per month. Official regulations for admission pro¬ 
cedures noted the desiralulity of candidates’ prior nongovern¬ 
mental employment, in chambers of commerce, private 
l)iisiness, and even trade unions. “Labor attaches” replaced 
“military attaches” in German embassies abroad. By abolish¬ 
ing the invidious distinction between consular and diplomatic 
career services, the reforms provided greater theoretical op¬ 
portunity for new candidates who otherwise might have been 
condemned to second-rate careers."^ 

Yet there was no sliarp break with the basic principles of 
civil service cstal)lished in Imperial Germany. The procedure 
for selection of candidates remained substantially as it had 
been. After 1919, candidates no longer were required to have 
completed the Gerichtsassessor (legal) examination, although 
this remained highly desirable. Postwar regulations permitted 
only candidates between the ages of 24 and 30. A thorough 
knowledge of English, French, and preferably, a third lan¬ 
guage, was necessary. The second (attache) examination re¬ 
mained as rigorous as before, perhaps more so,*^ reducing the 
unique advantages of mere familial connections to subjective 
factors affecting advancement within the service. 

Legal alterations of the older Imperial civil-service code 
accompanied these Weimar administrative changes, and estab¬ 
lished the relationship between the Reich civil servants and 
the new Republic. The substance of the legal basis of the 
Weimar civil service was inherited from Imperial Germany, 
and chiefly from the first Imperial civil-service law of 1873. 
As before the war, the Weimar Foreign Office was empowered 
to choose its career officials autonomously. Appointive powers 
were delegated by the Reich president to separate ministries 
for subordinate career officials. But the professional official, 
once having achieved career status, received guarantees of 
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irriportanl rights from the Reich civil-service law. Barring 
tlemonslrated incompetence, gross malfeasance of duty, or 
irrcparahle physical incapacitation, a career oflicial was as¬ 
sured of at least routine promotion, periodic salary increases, 
and, ultimately, pensioned retirement. The aims of such elab¬ 
orate regulations were, of course, to guarantee a life career for 
ollicials and to guard against arbitrary “political” interference 
from outside which might impair the supposedly “neutral” 
character of the service. Demotion, involuntary suspension, 
or discharge from service for any reason, were impossible 
without mandatory recourse to due process from administra¬ 
tive tribunals. 

The substance of these legal guarantees was retained under 
the Weimar Republic, but amendments to the old law strength¬ 
ened, rather than weakened, the position of the civil servant in 
German society. The constitution itself specified that officials 
of the Republic were career officials for life. The new civil- 
service law, to ensure the political reliability of these “serv¬ 
ants,” required an oath of loyalty to the Republic and its 
constitution. Moreover, legitimate political activity was sanc¬ 
tioned for officials. Weimar careerists, unlike their predeces¬ 
sors, were permitted to become active jiolitical party members, 
and even to stand for election without prejudicing their official 
status. 

But if we look more closely at the effects of these changes 
upon the foreign service in Weimar Germany, we can see that 
the aim of “democratizing” German diplomacy seriously 
failed of its mark. True, there had been by no means full 
agreement within the German Reichstag of 1920, nor within 
the foreign service itself, on the exact objectives of the Schuler 
reforms. While there was much enthusiasm evidenced particu¬ 
larly in the Center and “liberal” parties for a streamlining of 
the Foreign Office and the foreign service, much of it arose 
from the belief that the older foreign service of Imperial Ger- 
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many liad l)een lillle interested in the welfare of the German 
business eornrnunity and in the expansion of Germany’s over¬ 
seas trade. ‘'Efliciency” of the new foreign service was a far 
more widespread desire than “demoeratizalion.” 

Tli^ questions of bureaucratic “elliciency” and the respon¬ 
sible exercise of bureaucratic power are inseparably linked. 
Together, they constitute one of the most crucial dilemmas of 
modern industrial society. For, if a bureaucracy is to serve 
as an effective instruTnent of democratic policy, it must be 
tolerably “efFicient.” But a rationally organized, ellicient 
bureaucracy, with its own esprit de corps, l)oasting of a highly 
competent personnel, need not necessarily be responsible to 
its constitutional superiors. Nor is it necessarily imbued with 
the same political philosophy as its constitutional superiors. 

The Schuler reformers of the German Foreign Ollice in 
1919 believed that the likelihood of such bureaucratic irre¬ 
sponsibility could best be diminished by two specific measures; 
first, the introduction of “new blood” into lower career-service 
posts; and second, the intrusion of “outsiders”—that is, non- 
career appointees—into important posts abroad and within the 
Willielnistrasse at home. 

This latler policy aroused much opposition from the 
right-wing parties of postwar Germany and from many career 
oflicials themselves, who viewed the infiltration of such “ama¬ 
teurs” as a threat to their owm aspirations and to the integrity 
of the whole Service. The Social Democratic Foreign Minister 
Hermann Muller, in fact, was moved by such protests to assure 
the Constitutional Assembly at Weimar that “parly politics” 
would not govern the filling of top diplomatic posts." But this 
disavowal of intent did not quiet the parliamentary voices of 
the Right from inveighing against the “novel” practice of 
appointing nonprofessionals (and nonaristocrals) to diplo¬ 
matic posts abroad. “ ‘I Avould like to know,’ remarked a cer¬ 
tain Deputy Schultz during an Assembly debate on Foreign 
Office reorganization, ‘what would happen if people were let 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


16 


into the l)ankin" or shipping business who previously had not 
tlie slightest inklijig of speeialized knowledge.’ ('Hear, hear!’ 
from ihe Uight).’”‘ 

A deputy of the Deutsche Volkspartei played upon this 
same llierne during the 1922 Reichslag budget debates. “ ‘I 
believe,’ he deelared, ‘there is considerable reason to doubt 
tlie correctness and propriety in these dilhcult times of send¬ 
ing men to fill diplomatic posts abroad whose enlire (juali- 
lications . . . (“onsisl merely of parlianicrUary or feuilleton 
activity—or a mixture of both.’ (Hoots from the Social 
Democrats.)”“ 

After 1919 a number of important diplomatic posts 
went to politicians and parliamentarians from the Left and 
Center parties. To Paris, for example, went Wilhcdm Mayer- 
Kaufbeuren, a deputy of the Bavarian Volkspartei; to London, 
Ambassador Friedrich von Slhamer, the foirner mayor of 
Hamburg; to Vienna, Maximilian Pfeiffer, also of the Bavar¬ 
ian Volkspartei. None of these men had had previous diplo¬ 
matic experience. A few Social Democrats likewise betiame 
diplomats of their new Republic, filling secondary diplomatic 
posts in Brussels, Warsaw, Berne, Riga, and Belgrade. But 
despite the participation of the Social Democratic Party in 
govenimenlal coalitions, none of its top leaders obtained major 
posts abroad.""’ 

Experimentation with “outsiders” in the German foreign 
service, so deeply resented by the careerists, proved a total 
failure. In 1922, three years after the birth of the Weimar 
Republic, the careerists of the Imperial Foreign Office once 
more dominated the Wilhelmstrasse headquarters. The chiefs 
{Ministerialdirektoren) of all eight divisions of the reorgan¬ 
ized Foreign Office were experienced officials of the prewar 
foreign service: Richard Cneist, Gehard von Mutius, Eugen 
Riimclin, Karl von Schubert, Ago von Maltzan, Hubert Knip- 
ping, Gerhard Kbpke, and Friedrich Heilbron."" In fact, these 
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division chiefs had all entered the foreign service between 
1896 and 1906/' If the intent of the Weimar republicans had 
been to remove decisive power from the traditional Imperial 
diplomatists, lliis intent in no way had been realized. Those 
few ‘‘outsiders” who had entered the upper echelons of the 
Foreign Oflice in 1919 had disappeared. The professionals 
had triumphed, and their triumph was the greater because of 
the al)sence of steady ministerial leadership at the top. Be- 
Lween Deccndjer, 1918, and August, 1923 (l)efore the acces¬ 
sion of Stresemann), a steady procession of foreign ministers 
l)riefly liad held the reins of the Foreign Ollice—Ulrich von 
BrockdorlT-Bantzau, Ilerrrann Miiller, Adolf Kdster, Wal- 
iher Simons, Joseph Wirth, Friedrich Rosen, Walther Rathe- 
nau, and Frederic von Rosenberg."' The political instability of 
the early ])oslwar years was reflected in frequent cabinet 
changes.'' Lacking continuity of leadership at the top, the locus 
of day-to-day control of the Foreign Office sank a notch lower, 
to the level of the newly-created post of slate secretary which 
look tlie place of the Imperial undersecretary. (The former 
state secretaries received the title “minister.”) In 1920 this 
office was filled by a prewar career diplomat, Ilaniel von 
Ilaimhausen, the scion of a wealthy industrialist family. The 
trend hack to the older officialdom was equally apparent on 
lower levels of the Foreign Office. In 1921, the post of deputy 
division chief {Ministerialdirigent) had been created for all 
divisions. Officials appointed to these positions were intended 
to be “advisers,” deputies, and alter egos of the division chiefs, 
charged with routine management of division affairs. In prac¬ 
tice, Weimar foreign ministers came to rely lieavily upon them 
for technical advice, frequently preferring them to the division 
chiefs. In the words of Herbert von Dirksen, who in 1925 was 
appointed to one of these posts: 

They accompanied the Foreign Minister to conferences; they pre¬ 
pared the briefs and had direct access to the State Secretary and to 
the Foreign Minister; they frequently represented the Foreign Office 
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in Rt‘it:lKslag commiltees or in ihe Bunclcsrat. Often they had knowl¬ 
edge of llic most secret affairs without being permitted to divulge it to 
their imiiKuliate suptiriors [the division chiefs].*’ 

In ]92S these deputy division chiefs, too, were drawn ex¬ 
clusively from the old career service—Dirksen himself, 
Billow, Zech-Burkersroda, Richthofen, Horstmann, Traut- 
rnann were deputy division chiefs of the Near Eastern, League 
of Nations, West European, Middle Eastern, Anglo Saxon, 
and f ar Eastern divisions. Among die division chiefs them¬ 
selves, in 1925, Friedrich Cans of the Legal Division and Ago 
von Maltzan of the Near Eastern Division were of the “old 
school.” The able and liberal director of the West European 
Division, Kdpke, came from the old consular service, while 
the remaining division chiefs were still appointees from out¬ 
side the foreign service. 

But by 1929, on the top olficial level of the Foreign Office, 
the picture had changed even more. Of the six division chiefs 
listed in IP'er Isfs (1928 and 1935 editions), five were career 
civil servants of prewar vintage."' The “outsiders” who had 
occupied important mission posts abroad had virtually dis¬ 
appeared. Of the fifteen most important German missions in 
1929,“ ten were in the hands of pre-World War I diplomats; 
three others were managed by envoys who, before 1918, had 
begun careers in internal Reich ministries. In 1929 only two 
posts—London and Berne—still remained in the hands of 
“amateur” Weimar newcomers, Friedrich Sthamer and Adolf 
Miillcr.* 

This shows that the Weimar experiment of injecting “new 
blood” into the upper levels of the foreign service failed. 
Attainments on the lower levels were hardly better. 

In the early (1919-1922) expansion of the German foreign 
service, the induction of large numbers of younger career 
officials on lower levels of the higher service had seemed a 
harbinger of gradual change in the character of the top service 
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personnel. But this numerical expansion ceased during the 
catastrophic inflation days of 1923. The economic crisis 
l)roiight severe pressure from the Reichstag upon ministries 
of the Weimar Republic for sharp reductions in government 
expenditures. This pressure, in turn, was reflected in personnel 
curtailments in Reich agencies, including the Foreign Office. 

The number of higher officials in the German foreign serv¬ 
ice was greatly reduced. In 1923 the post of secretary of state 
for economic affairs, established in 1919, was eliminated, 
partly for financial reasons." But it became quickly apparent 
where the really significant personnel cuts would be made— 
on the attache level, where most of the new, albeit less imme¬ 
diately important, faces existed. In his report to the Reichstag 
early in 1923, the budget committee rapporteur voiced an un- 
felicilous admonition to the youth of the new Germany who 
might have aspired to serve in its diplomatic service: 
career in the Foreign Office at home or abroad today must be 
described as bad, and will become even less favorable from 
year to year.” ' 

Caught between the Scylla of budgetary liberality—wdth 
its inflationary risks—and the Charybdis of excessive parsi¬ 
mony, the Foreign Office reformers in the German Reichstag 
chose Cliarybdis. In 1921, even the Social Democrat Eduard 
Bernstein came to support curtailed Foreign Office appropri¬ 
ations, even though one inevitable consequence would be in¬ 
creased difficulties of transforming the character of the diplo¬ 
matic service." 

The retrenchment had, of course, no immediate effect upon 
ihe composition of the officialdom in higher posts. But the 
closing of the Foreign Office doors to significantly large num¬ 
bers of new meml)ers was symptomatic of a national problem 
of the time: that of satisfying the ambitions of numerous uni¬ 
versity-educated youths who anticipated careers commensur¬ 
ate with their training. In 1929, one observer of the German 
r oreign Office noted that, while an average of 200 applications 
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for the foreign-service examination were annually received by 
the Wilhelmsirasse, post vacancies were averaging only fifteen 
per annum/" In 1931, Foreign Minister Julius Curtius re¬ 
vealed that, since J927, the total personnel of the Foreign 
Offi(‘.e had been cuL in half and Reichstag appropriations re¬ 
duced I 7 per cent. In fact, he declared, there were at the time 
only 100 more higher officials in the foreign service than there 
had been in 1914; yet still further reductions of personnel 
were contemplated by culling down the number of Refer eaten 
(chiefly allaches and legation secretaries)." A search for new 
ways of economizing would continue. ‘‘Thus,” he primly con¬ 
cluded, ‘‘il can always be said that the Foreign Office performs 
its work neatly and thriftily.”'" 

In this way, six years after the birth of the Weimar Repub¬ 
lic in 1919 the composition of the higher officialdom of the 
German Foreign Office had reverted to its traditional pattern. 
Four years later, in 1929, exactly half of the mission chiefs 
abroad were aristocrats. Almost all of them were career diplo¬ 
mats of the ancien regime. An investigation by the Reichstag 
in 3926 to discover whether “favoritism” still was accorded 
to the nobility in the selection of diplomatic officials, revealed 
lhal, of 484 higher ollicials then in the foreign service, 126 
were of the German nobility. One Reichstag committee rap¬ 
porteur was moved by this news to remark: “If I might be 
permitted to repeat the remark of one of my honorable col¬ 
leagues in the Budget Committee, the relation of aristocratic 
to middle-class names in the organizational scheme of our 
[Foreign] Office roughly corresponds to that of a prewar field 
artillery regiment.”'" 

Several notable spokesmen of the Center and moderate Left 
in the Reichstag continued to attack the undemocratic charac¬ 
ter of the foreign service. But the original demands for reform 
were seldom heard at this later date from the democratic 
parties of Weimar Germany. The Republic had failed to 
secure the support of its servants, and as it disintegrated under 
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tlie shocks of depression and National Socialism, the control 
of slate machinery drifted into the hands of the “experts.” 
What was true of the diplomatic bureaucracy was equally true 
of other ministries.’' The delegation of emergency powers by 
the lleichstag to the Ilriining, Schleicher, and Papen cabinets 
after 1930 vastly increased the political power of the en- 
Ircnched civil service. By 1932, the craving of the officials for 
a “strong” government (that is, a ministerial government un¬ 
restrained by parliamentary control) had been largely real¬ 
ized. 

How loyal were the career diplomats to the Republic which 
they served? Some, notably such eminent civil servants as 
Leopold von Hoesch, who served as ambassador in Paris and 
London; Dr. Wilhelm Solf, ambassador in Tokyo; and Adolf 
Miiller in Berne, iiiiquestionably were representative of a new 
and liberal Germany. Many, however, found little to be said 
for the foreign policies of the Weimar Republic, resented the 
parliamentary oratory of democratic amateurs, yearned for 
the authoritarian constitutional arrangements of the past, and 
deplored the absence of unitary direction and nationalistic 
vigor which alone, to their mind, could break asunder the 
shackles restraining German “greatness.” “Slresemann,” one 
of them later reminisced, “was indeed of a higher stature than 
the general run of [Weimar] foreign ministers. But in the 
Foreign Otiice he was held to be too trusting in international 
affairs, a field in which he was not fully at home.” ' “A multi¬ 
tude of people,” wrote Wipert von Bliicher, of the Eastern 
Division, “cannot make foreign policy, for which but a single 
will is needed.” * No exertions of these men, however, played 
a crucial role in the demise of German democracy. As formu- 
lators and administrators of policy, their chief concern was 
for a strong, nationalistically oriented political climate at 
home. “I never could warm up to problems of domestic 
policy,” Ernst von Weizsacker wrote in his memoirs, “and 
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judged ihem only so far as they favored or disturbed a sound 
foreign policy. From my parents and from school I had been 
a monarchisl. ... 1 viewed a constitutional monarchy with a 
competent prince at the lop as the kind of political order most 
suited to Germans in normal times.’”' The political coloration 
of the Foreign Office, like that of other crucial ministries of 
Weimar Germany, had recovered its Rightist complexion as 
consequence of the weakening of the repuldican coalition. 
While as late as 1932 the Catholic Center Parly retained a 
cciTairi influence in Wilhelmslrasse personnel policy, this was 
a consequence of its strategic pivotal role in domestic politics; 
the Social Democratic Party, devoid of such advantage, had 
no representation in the decisively imiiortant posts of the E^er- 
lin headquarters after 1920.' 

In the twilight of German democracy, however, eminent 
spokesmen of the Center and moderate E.eft in the Reichstag 
raised their voices against the “plutocratic” character of Ger¬ 
man diplomatic officialdom and its threat to German democ¬ 
racy. Deputy Rudolf Breitscheid (SPD) and the Center 
Deputy Georg Schreiber drew attention, in the 1931 budget 
debate, to channels linking key Foreign Office posts to extreme 
Right-wing parties. Through these channels “indiscretions” 
had leaked to nationalist groups outside to arouse public pro¬ 
test against government policies unacceptable to the parties of 
German reaction. “Such indiscretions,” Schreiber warned, 
“will only backfire on the bureaucracy itself; they undermine 
the very theory of a career civil service.” There were many 
high diplomatic officials who did not trouble to conceal their 
distaste for the Republic, and who yearned for a restoration 
of the Empire. Some of them—mission chiefs abroad—osten¬ 
tatiously refused to honor the Republic on its Constitution Day 
(August 11). Such career diplomats as Ulrich von Brockdorfl- 
Ranlzau, Ago von Maltzan, and Baron Nadolny throughout 
the Weimar era attempted to steer official German foreign 
policy toward the traditional Prussian dream of an “eastern 
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oriented'’ policy of close collaboration with Russia. Together 
wilii General von Seeckt and ihe general staff, they (and not 
iheir political superiors) were first instrumental in establish¬ 
ing secret ties between the German Reichswehr and ihe Rolshe- 
vik Red Army in 1920.Brockdorff-Rantzaii and Maltzan, and 
not Foreign Minister Rathenau, first were responsible for 
drafting German proposals in 1922 for a Russian-German 
pact subsequently negotiated and signed at Rapallo in April, 
1922." From that year until 1929, Brockdorff-Ranlzau, as 
ambassador in Moscow, labored relentlessly to forge a de 
facto alliance between the two ‘‘pariah” states of Europe to 
redress Germany’s power position on the European continent. 
Military and economic technicians were sent to the Soviet 
Union; German aviation and tank experts experimented within 
Russia upon new devices of warfare prohibited to Germany 
by the Versailles treaty. By terms of an economic agreement 
signed in 1929, German Rhineland industrialists were suc¬ 
cessful in laying open a vast external market for their indus¬ 
trial commodities in the Soviet Union.While Stresemann 
labored to rehabilitate Germany in the eyes and esteem of the 
Western democracies, the Foreign Office career diplomats— 
supported politically by extreme nationalist elements in Ger¬ 
man society—labored to build a continental alliance which 
would restore German military and economic supremacy over 
Central Europe and enable her to rectify Versailles, not by 
patient negotiation and compromise, but by force. Aspects of 
this policy were subscribed to by successive cabinets (Rathe¬ 
nau in 1922 was persuaded to Maltzan’s viewpoint on tactical 
grounds). But carried to its extreme, the goal of a Russian- 
German bloc was not one subscribed to by the Liberal and 
Socialist parties of the Weimar coalition. It was the foreign 
policy of German reaction, and it was expressed through the 
Foreign Office. 

Our story, however, is not concerned with the diplomacy of 
Weimar Germany but with the diplomats who moved from this 
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era into the totalitarianism of National Socialism. By 1932, 
the German diplomats had survived democracy; if not hostile, 
they were, by and large, indifferent to it, as they were to all 
questions of forms of government so long as these did not 
interfere with the efficient exercise of their own bureaucratic 
power. How these men were to fare under the coming dictator¬ 
ship of National Socialism is the burden of whal follows. 




BROWNSHIRTS 
AND STRIPED 
TROUSERS 


“Whal does a logalion counselor do all day long?” Hermann 
Goring rhetorically inquired of a Foreign Office official in 
19,‘h5. ''In the forenoon he sharpens pencils, and afternoons 
he goes out lo tea somewhere.”" 

This remark, coming from a Nazi leader in 1935, was illu¬ 
minating. It was a traditional jest, made in traditional fashion. 
Il was also, in a way, a confession of failure. Two years after 
the National Socialist seizure of power, German diplomacy— 
virtually unsullied hy the incursions of "outsiders”—re¬ 
mained the same butt of humor as it had been before 1933. It 
was a new Germany in which Goring spoke; the Reichstag, the 
political parties of Center, Left, and non-Nazi Right, long since 
had fallen under the Nazi impact. German democracy was 
dead, its defenders cast into concentration camps or exile. In 
the blood purge of June 30,1934, the revolution had devoured 
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its own progeny, as in Robespierre’s days. But all such ex¬ 
cesses had passed by the modest gray edifices on the Wilhelm- 
strasse, leaving the inhabitants for the most part unscatlied. 

Why had German diplomacy been spared those ruthless 
measures which, in two years’ time, had transformed Germany 
as a whole? Baron Constantin von Neurath, who had been 
foreign minister under Schleicher, stayed on; so did his state 
secretary, Bernhard von Biilow, unlil his death in 1936. The 
seven principal Foreign Ollice division chiefs serving on Janu¬ 
ary 30, 1933, still were in their positions two years later; all 
of them were career diplomats, recruited by the pre-World 
War I foreign service.* Abroad, in German missions, the task 
of re])resenting the Reich was more solidly in the hands of the 
older aristocratic elements than during the “democratic” 
’twenties; then, outsiders had been brought in at least occa¬ 
sionally to serve as ambassadors and ministers. 

For one thing, the new rulers of Germany in 1933 could 
count lew diplomats in their ranks, and even fewer specialists 
in foreign aflairs, capable of taking over from the experienced 
careerists the difficult and technical aspects of diplomacy. The 
handful of ranking Nazis—such as Alfred Rosenberg, Robert 
Ley, Reinhard Heydrich, and Theodor llabicht—who, in the 
early months of 1933, ventured abroad to Geneva, Rome, 
London, and elsewhere, had universally made deplorable im¬ 
pressions as diplomats. Rosenberg, visiting London in May, 
1933, as the Fiihrer’s “personal representative,” had been de¬ 
nounced in the British press, snubbed by the prime minister, 
and forced to cut short his stay because of these humiliations.* 
Robert Ley of the Nazi Labor Front (his task of crushing the 
free German trade unions completed), attending the Geneva 
International Labor Organization conference in June, 1933, 
as an “employee representative,” had his credentials rejected 
by the conference; under the influence of alcohol, he publicly 
had likened Latin American delegates to “monkeys” {Raum.~ 
afjen)^ before huffily leading his delegation back to Berlin 
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on June 19.' Reinluird Heydrich, later the “hangman” of 
Hohemia-Moravia, as an SS consultant to the German dis¬ 
armament delegation in Lausanne had personally lowered the 
German flag from aliove his delegation’s hotel, substituting 
the Nazi swastika.’ Theodor Habieht, Nazi Reichstag member 
and Hitler’s “stale inspector” for Austria, two weeks after his 
appointment as press attache in the German embassy in Vienna 
early in 1933, was arrested by Austrian police for conspiring 
against the Doll fuss regime. " Undiplomatic activities such as 
tliese had unpleasant repercussions. Even Ncurath and his 
delegation to the London Economic Conference had been 
booed by British crowds.’ Such representatives lent little credi- 
bilily to Hiller’s assertion on May 17, 1933, that Nazi Ger¬ 
many harbored only good will toward her neighbors. Indeed, 
by the summer of 1933, they definitely must have appeared 
to Hitler as liabilities. 

Constantin von Neiiralh was a genial man; occasionally he 
could be candid as well. He evidently did not, in 1933, expect 
mini* of the National Socialist ‘‘revolution.” He was a close 
friend of Hindenburg and had remained in the new Hitler 
cal)inet at Hindenburg’s insistence. In a conversation with the 
British ambassador on February 4, he confided that the presi¬ 
dent “had made a point of his being retained in the new Gov¬ 
ernment. . . . He had accepted on condition that he was given 
a free hand and that no experiments in foreign policy were to 
be tried. He knew that he had the President’s full support.”'" 

But Neurath was not held in high repute by many of his 
colleagues, subordinates, and foreign diplomats in Berlin. His 
lassitude and his indulgence in frivolities had contributed to 
a facile acceptance of Hitler’s fails accomplis, Frangois- 
Poncet, the French ambassador, found him “wanting in moral 
courage,” and prone to “yield to pressure.” Also, Poncet ob¬ 
served, “he was lazy.”" Even Weizsacker, himself poorly 
endowed with the opposite quality, judged the foreign minister 
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as “anylhiiig but dynamic.”"’ Dirkscn, Neuratli’s ambassador 
in 1 okyo, recalled that be “did not possess any great zeal for 
work.” ’ A close friend of the foreign minister was reported 
once to liave remarked that “Constantin von Neurath does not 
like to stalk game; he shoots it from his station.”'" Crafty, 
amenable to persuasion, and well at home in the diplomatic 
world of Berlin, Neurath by 1935 fully had made his peace 
with the Nazis, going even so far as to acquire a new Dahlem 
residence expropriated from its former Jewish owner." 

For a short while in 1933, however, some officials consid¬ 
ered resigning rather than remaining in office under the new 
regime. According to former Chancellor Briining (who, early 
that year, discussed this problem with Slate Secretary Billow), 
he had been informed that “almost all” leading officials were 
thinking about it. But Briining had opposed the idea: “1 ad¬ 
vised Herr von Billow strongly,” he wrote, many years later, 
“to remain in office, and to urge these others to do likewise, 
for they . . . together with moderate leaders in the Reichswehr, 
alone would be in a position to frustrate any aggressive for¬ 
eign or military policies of Hitler.”'" 

Had not, after all, the German diplomats survived the revo¬ 
lution of the Left in 1918? Kurt von Kampfhiivener, an 
experienced career officer, dwelt upon this point in his dis¬ 
cussions with other officials in 1933, albeit w ith some histor¬ 
ical inventiveness. In Bolshevik Russia, he argued, the old 
tsarist diplomats had quit. Admittedly, this defection had 
served to impair the efficiency of Bolshevik diplomacy; but 
the Revolution soon found men from its own ranks to carry 
on the job. Thus, abdication from office had served no purpose 
other than that of depriving tsarist officials of any further 
influence. Had not the German officials of 1918-1919 been 
a wiser lot? They had remained, and after a trying period the 
Revolution had subsided and the “semi-Bolshevik” Kaiitsky 
had disappeared from the Foreign Office. In Fascist Italy, 
Kampfhdvener asked, had not the career diplomats, by choos- 
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ing to remain, survived in influence? The men of the Minis- 
tcrio degli Affari Esteri had held iheir ground against the 
■'onslaughts” of "‘Fascist radicals.” “One had the impres¬ 
sion,” he felt, “that Mussolini, under the older olficialdom’s 
influence, had abandoned liis earlier aggressive designs.” " 

Kampfhdveiier’s historical observations were only partially 
correct. It was true that Trotsky’s purge of the Imperial Rus¬ 
sian Foreign Office had been thorough, and that few tsarist 
officials found their way into Chicherin’s reconstituted Narko- 
jnindcl:'' but this fate was hardly of their own choosing. 
Kaulsky, after all, had never been a polic'y-making figure in 
the German Foreign Office,*' and it was debatable, in 1933, 
whether many permanent officials of the Palazzo Chigi in 
Kome took as sanguine an assessment of Mussolini’s tempera¬ 
ment al)out foreign-])olicy matters. " Yet it was a plausible line 
of argument; with Neurath at the helm and the conservative 
Riilow at his side, the German experts certainly now enjoyed 
chiefs more congenial than had been the Social Democrats of 
1919. Moreover, in some respects, might not the climate of 
authoritarianism prove more congenial to “expertise” than 
liad been that of Weimar democracy? Even after the collapse 
of the Third Reich, Karl Ritter (Neuralh’s chief of the Eco¬ 
nomic Division) was able to contrast those trying days of 
Weimar, when “over 60 per cent” of his time had been squan¬ 
dered in Reichstag squabbles over commercial treaties, with 
the authoritarian days of Hitler, when at least he had been left 
“pretty much to his own devices.”'" At least, those ceaseless 
parliamentary budget debates, with their demands for open 
diplomacy and their constant public wrangling over Foreign 
Office personnel matters, were now at an end. 

And so, the diplomats had stayed. Few personnel changes 
occurred in the Wilhelmstrasse during 1933. Two officials in 
the United States, Ambassador von Prittwitz und Gaffron and 
ihe German consul in New York, Paul Schwarz, were removed 
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in ihe spring of that year. Of the two, and, in fact, of all the 
German foreign serv ice, only Schwarz was moved to disaffili¬ 
ate himself publicly from the Nazi regime. “I feel honored,” 
he told American newspapermen on April 11, “for I am the 
only German consul to be dismissed by Hitler as far as I 
know.” ' In the aulumn, Olto Kiep, consul general in Chicago 
(executed by the Nazis in 1914), also was ousted. The German 
rninislcr to Lithuania was recalled from his post in April, 
presumably for “racial” reasons. ' A number of older diplo¬ 
mats, including former State Secretary Karl von Schubert; 
Hugo Simon, consul general in Chicago; and Walter Zechlin, 
minister to Mexico, were placed on the retired list in August, 
1933.'"^ 

But these were only a handful of officials; and the posts 
vacated by them were filled by men of similar background 
from the career service. Not a single Nazi became chief of a 
mission. Freiherr Ernst von Weizsacker, who headed the Per¬ 
sonnel Division briefly in 1933, recalled that the Party did 
manage to install one of its more socially acceptable adherents, 
the Prince Josias zu Waldeck iind Pyrmont, in his division. 
Waldeck, an SS-Griippenfuhrer, Freikorps officer, and rene¬ 
gade StaJilhelm member, had been attached to Himmler’s per¬ 
sonal staff.'' But the prince had been neither a perceptive nor 
a persistent man. Within a few months, swamped by the weight 
of documents and lacking any executive power, he resigned. 
An Alter Kiimpjer did not feel at home among stacks of 
paper."' 

Gbring’s comment to Paul Schmidt had been a contemp¬ 
tuous one. But if it sprang from one disdainful of the working 
methods of diplomacy, it came also from one well aware of 
the diplomats’ limitations; Gbring’s image of “typical diplo¬ 
mats” was that of cookie pushers. But Hitler’s conceptions 
were less charitable. In 1935 he reportedly observed to Her¬ 
mann Rauschning: “I told those Father Christmases that what 
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they were up to was good enough for quiet times, when they 
can all go their sleepy way; but not good enough for creating 
a new Reich.The pre-Ribhentrop Foreign Oflice, Hitler once 
leinarked to his associates, had been a veritable “intellectual 
garbage dump,” composed of the refuse of incompetent rejects 
from other walks of life." Diplomatic reports of the Foreign 
Ollice had been “miserable”—always with the same import, 
“lhat we should do nothing. . . . One day the business had been 
so stupid that he had inquired of the gentlemen how anything 
would ever be done if we did nothing.”'^ 

Even though Hitler’s views on foreign policy before 1933 
had been explicit, he had been ill-versed in the mysteries of 
diplomacy. Who, around him, had not been? With all its 
venomous attacks upon the Versailles ‘’’Diktat/^ upon Strese- 
mann’s and Briinlng’s policies of peaceful change, National 
Socialism’s foreign policy before 1933 had been chiefly a 
propaganda weapon lor seizing internal power. But now, how 
was this policy to be implemented? In early 1933, Nazi Ger¬ 
many seemed diplomatically isolated; the attempt at fulfdl- 
ment of Hitler’s maximal program, if undertaken unilaterally 
and without recourse to diplomacy, would have had catas¬ 
trophic results. Yet there were no Bismarcks among the early 
Nazi leaders equal to such diplomacy. Hitler himself had no 
acquaintance with the outside world; his only excursion out¬ 
side his homeland and Germany before 1933 had been to 
f ranee as a corporal in World War I. Goebbels had no foreign 
experience; Roehm and Himmler, none. Alfred Rosenberg, 
the Aryan mystic, could claim some knowledge of Russia and 
the former Baltic provinces, but little of Western Europe. 
There were few in the ranks of National Socialism who pos¬ 
sessed any awareness of political conditions abroad. Conse- 
(jiiently they were forced to rely heavily upon the ministerial 
bureaucracy. 

But Hitler had little intention of becoming dependent upon 
it. During his first few years as chancellor, he carefully nur- 
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lured auxiliary instruments of diplomacy, responsible to him¬ 
self alone or to Party formations, as counterbalances to the 
Wilhelmslrasse. 

A nucleus of a Party foreign office already existed before 
the Nazis came to power. In May, 1930, the Party established 
in Hamburg the Foreign Division of the National Socialist 
Parly {Aiislandsabteilung der NSDAP)^ to serve as a kind of 
clearing house for dealing with Party members abroad.'" After 
1931, this organization rapidly began to integrate Party mem¬ 
bers and groups abroad into local cells (Stutzpankte) and 
local groups {Ortsgruppen) in order to rationalize adminis¬ 
trative control over their rapidly growing membership. These 
local groups were established in German communities abroad 
where, along with other German cultural and civic associa¬ 
tions, they competed for the loyalty of Reich citizens and 
Volhsdeiitsche alike. 

By 1933, the Foreign Division had grown to considerable 
proportions. Its local groups existed in all major foreign coun¬ 
tries. One year after Hitler’s seizure of power, it claimed to 
have more than 350 such groups throughout the world. Such 
was its importance to the Nazis that in October, 1933, the 
Foreign Division w^as placed under the direct supervision of 
Rudolf Hess, deputy to the Fiihrer. (Hess at the same time 
was given authority over all matters "‘relating to Germanism 
beyond the frontiers” of the Third Reich.) Simultaneously, 
many of its local groups were elevated to the status of country 
groups {Ldndergruppen). In February, 1934, the organiza¬ 
tion was given the more elal)orale title of Auslaiuhorganisa- 
tion der NSDAP (usually abbreviated to AO) and soon 
thereafter was given a place in the Party administrative hier¬ 
archy under the name Gau Ausland. Rudolf Hess appointed 
Ernst W. Bohle as Gauleiter. In 1937, the ^O’s headejuarters, 
with its administrative apparatus of more than 700 employees 
and officials, was shifted from Hamburg to Berlin. 

As time went on, the functions of the AO widened. In 1933, 
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it assumed control over Party members in the merchant ma¬ 
rine; in October, 3935, an AO ‘‘occupational unit” (Fach- 
^ruppe) was set up within the foreign service, under control 
of a “local-group leader” {Ortsgruppenleiter) subordinate to 
Pohlc. Finally, on January 30, 1937, Bohle was appointed 
chief of the AO in the Foreign Office. Soon thereafter he ac- 
(jiiired the official title of “state secretary” in the Foreign 
Office, with primary responsibility for Foreign Office treat¬ 
ment of all questions concerning German citizens abroad. 
However valuable its work of Nazification abroad might have 
lieen, Bohle’s AO was only an auxiliary instrument. While it 
was to have considerable influence over German foreign policy 
in countries enjoying significant German minorities, as will 
lie discussed later, it was of secondary importance elsewhere. 
It had no broad policy-making powers outside its limited 
spliere of activilies; its leader, Bohle, was at no time a close 
(‘oiifidante of Hitler, nor did he enjoy great renown among the 
older and established Nazi chieftains. 

Of greater promise, however, was the Foreign Policy Office 
of the National Socialist Parly (Aussenpolitisches Amt der 
NSDAP, usually abbreviated to APA) which Hitler estab¬ 
lished on April 1, 1933, to serve as an advisory body. The 
APA was largely the scheme of Alfred Rosenberg, the Party’s 
chief racial philosopher—author of The Myth of the Twentieth 
Ceatiiry and other works, and editor of the Volkischer Beo- 
buchter. Of all Party leaders, Rosenberg perhaps was the most 
violent opponent of Bolshevism and advocate of a German-led 
European coalition against Russia. Born in a petit-bourgeois 
Baltic German family in Reval, Rosenberg had spent his early 
childhood and student days in Talinn, Moscow, and St. Peters¬ 
burg. His first wife, also a Balt, was a “binational,” educated 
in both the German and Russian traditions. Since the early 
’twenties he had been a Nazi and, as chairman of the Party’s 
foreign-affairs committee in the Reichstag, was its leading 
“expert” on international affairs. Now that the Party had come 
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to power, Rosenberg envisioned himself as the prospective 
foreign minister of the Third Reich.'"' 

The creation of APA was announced in the German press 
on April 1, 1933, and on April 4 the reading public of Ger¬ 
many was given a clear idea of its intended functions. On that 
day, the Volkischer Beobachter diplomatically touched upon 
this subject: 

We would not be deprecating the present worthy assistance of other 
groups ... in our Fiihrer’s Cabinet if we were to say that the National 
Socialist revolution, in all areas, represents a new and unique Welt¬ 
anschauung which exclusively corresponds to the future needs of our 
young Germany and which, for this reason, on occasion ('an determirK! 
its final form. ... In the area of foreign policy as well, the NSDAP 
since its creation has brought forward a unique and clear purpose 
which, through all the years of serious political crises, has been dem¬ 
onstrated to be correct.™’ 

It added: “With the creation of the Aiissenpolitisches Amt 
der NSDAP, the particular desires and the unique aspirations 
of National Socialism will find expression within the area of 
foreign policy.”"’ 

On the same day Rosenberg unveiled to journalists a fuller 
picture of the new agency. One of its purposes, he said, would 
be “to make the German people aware that foreign policy is 
not a matter for a small caste, but the concern of the entire 
nation.”"" Since the seizure of power, he continued, there had 
been no central Party agency which could act as spokesman 
for National Socialist views on foreign policy. This situation 
had caused frequent and regrettable misunderstandings. Now, 
the APA would assume this role; its specific tasks would in¬ 
clude the entertainment of the ever-multiplying numbers of 
foreign visitors to the Reich; the observation of “develop¬ 
ments” abroad; and, especially, the surveillance of activities 
of “various personalities.” “In general terms,” he declared, 
the APA’s sphere of work “would include the handling of the 
problems of the eastern and Danubian areas, of German 
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equality, and the training of younger personalities who inight 
some day be called upon to participate in the determination of 
Germany’s destiny in foreign policy.”^’ 

Rumors of impending changes in the Foreign Office, on this 
same day in Berlin, reached such a widespread audience that 
“informed sources” on the Wilhelmstrasse were moved to 
deny that, as consequence of Rosenberg’s new appointment. 
Foreign Minister Neurath had requested to lie retired from his 
post/* Hitler now had placed a watchdog at the door of the 
Foreign Office. But how sharp were its teeth? In Party circles, 
Llie APA came to be known as '‘Apparat Nr.l/’ Its structure 
was remarkably similar to that of the Foreign Office itself; it 
consisted of geographic (Lander)^ foreign-trade, press, cul¬ 
tural, and administrative divisions." A host of Party “experts” 
on foreign matters, doubtless anticipating that the APA soon 
would become the successor to the official Foreign Office, 
sought employment in it. 

Rut imminent events were to disabuse Rosenberg of his 
hopes. A diffident administrator and a poor tactician, Rosen¬ 
berg proved to be no match for his rivals on the Wilhclm- 
strasse. Early in May, 1933, he embarked upon a visit to 
London as Hitler’s personal emissary, to sell National Social¬ 
ism to the Baldwin government, Whitehall, and the British 
public. 

The mission was of the greatest importance. Hiller, in Mein 
Kampf, had dwelt forcefully upon the compatibility of the 
British Empire and the new Germany which he would some 
day lead. His reasons were simple. Imperial Germany’s fail¬ 
ure before 1914 to secure an alliance with Britain against 
Russia had had disastrous consequences. An eastward Teu¬ 
tonic expansion—at Slavic Russia’s expense—to conquer the 
“living space” necessary for Germanic “survival,” would only 
have been possible with a strong protective alliance with Eng¬ 
land. “With England alone,” he had written in Landsberg 
prison, “could one begin the new Germanic invasion. ... To 
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gain [her] favor, no sacrifice should have been loo great,”"’ 
Part of that sacrifice, of course, would have been German re- 
nuncialion of overseas colonies, commerce, and a large naval 
establishment. But such sacrifices would amply have been 
recompensed by infinitely greater economic and geographic 
rewards in the East. This policy, of course, had been ignored 
by Imperial Germany’s rulers; the Empire had floundered 
into a disastrous alliance with the ‘"racially corrupt” Auslro- 
llungarian Empire. Together, the two states of Central Europe 
had gone down to defeat in the war.' 

This disaster—to Hitler—had merely confirmed the cor¬ 
rectness of his conviction,and its viability for future Germanic 
adventures in foreign policy. British statesmen of the early 
’twenties had recognized the folly of permilting France to 
destroy Germany, for such success would have but upset the 
European jiower balance which Britain traditionally had 
sought to preserve. “Whoever undertakes ... an estimate of 
the present possibiluies of an alliance for Germany,” he had 
wrillen, ""must reach the conviction tliat llie last practicable tie 
remaining is only English support.”"^ The historic mission of 
Germany in the East, to gain ‘"the soil and territory to which 
it is entitled on this earth,” once more recpiired this guarantee. 

Impressive as such Machiavellian argumentation might 
have been to British conservative circles (where the possibility 
of a German bastion against Bolshevik Russia found much 
congenial reception), the initial excesses of the Nazi regime 
had done liltle to engender sympathy in the British public 
as a whole. With Germany diplomatically isolated, in early 
1933, English friendship was vital to Hitler’s future plans. 
Rosenberg’s task it was to engender such sympathy. 

This diplomatic mission proved, however, to be the first 
and last which Alfred Rosenberg undertook for the Third 
Reich, and a most catastrophic one. Arriving in the British 
capital on May 8, 1933, Rosenberg was coolly and uncere¬ 
moniously received by Sir Robert Vansittart at the Foreign 
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Office (“at the request of the German Embassy,” as the Lon¬ 
don Times guardedly observed next day).'" On May 9, visits 
once more were “arranged through tlie German Embassy,”*" 
this time with Foreign Secretary Simon and Lord Ilailsham. 
On May 10 Kosenberg laid a ceremonial wreath—decorated 
with the Imperial German colors and swastika ribbons—at 
the Cenotaph. 

But this swastika tribute to Britain’s war dead was snatched 
from die monument next day, in a widely publicized act by 
members of the Britisli Legion, the members of which termed 
it a “desecration.” And on this same day, at a hostile press 
conference in the Carleton Hotel, Rosenberg awkwardly lec- 
Uired the assembled rtqiorlers (in German) on the glories of 
Nalional Socialism and lightly shook olT questions about Nazi 
racial policy and persecutions. By this time his efforts to see 
the prime minister (the chief object of his mission) had come 
to naught, and he hastily departed next day, 48 hours earlier 
than anticipated. 

Soon after his departure, the London Times commented 
editorially upon Rosenberg’s trip. “His visit,” the paper de¬ 
clared, “will hardly be regarded as a success even by those 
who were responsible for it.” Rosenberg as diplomat had 
failed; he had “no previous knowledge of our country, could 
speak no English, and was palpably unacquainted with the 
British temperament.”*" 

As a sequel to this debacle, Rosenberg’s position toward 
the Foreign Office and his other rivals in the field of foreign 
policy totally collapsed. Funds for his APA were drastically 
curtailed by the Party treasury. In a fashion, it did manage to 
survive through the ’thirties, justifying its mean existence by 
accumulating vast newspaper-clipping files, sponsoring occa¬ 
sional beer parties for visiting dignitaries, indulging in fanci¬ 
ful projects, and from time to time inflating its insignificant 
undertakings in lavish reports prepared for the chancellor. But 
its occasional ventures into the Wilhelmstrasse’s orbit were 
ruthlessly crushed.**" 
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Although by 1937 many Foreign Office officials privately 
evinced dismay at the disintegration of their own power and 
at the implications of impending Hitlerian adventures which 
they could but little influence, it was also true that the new 
regime had reaped for them many harvests which Republican 
Germany had not. Weimar Germany’s brief experiment with 
the Geneva League, for men like Neurath, Biilow, and 
Weizsilcker, had been at best a discomforting experience, re¬ 
pugnant to men whose distrust of open parliamentary pro¬ 
ceedings was matched by an aversion to traffic with lesser 
breeds on a level of juridical equality.*’ Hiller’s decision to 
withdraw Germany from the League, and from the Disarma¬ 
ment Conference, had met with their favor.** Likewise, the 
unilateral denunciation of the Versailles arms-1 imitation 
clauses in 1935 had l)een a happy day for them as well; Hiller 
had but fulfilled, by unilateral fiat, what months of earlier, 
fruitless negotiations at Geneva and Lausanne had not. I’lue, 
there had been indications that Hitler’s aggressive foreign 
policies would not match the prescribed Bismarckian pattern: 
Hitler’s ambitious efforts, in 1934, to break the French-Eastern 
alliance system by coming to terms with Poland, had caused 
some concern to nationalist diplomats like Baron Nadolny, 
who feared the possibility of Soviet realignment with France. 
Similar apprehension had arisen over the subversive activities 
of the Nazi Party in Austria in the summer of 1934, culmi¬ 
nating in the assassination of Chancellor Dollfuss, grounded 
in the suspicion that such adventures would alienate Fascist 
Italy, The palpitations aroused by Hitler’s ‘‘Saturday sur¬ 
prises,” especially the rcoccupation of the Rhineland, had 
proved unwarranted; the results of this particular measure 
were hardly uncongenial to the diplomats. Far from diplomat¬ 
ically isolating Germany, Hitler’s aggressive measures rapidly 
had reaped friends in unexpected quarters; the London Naval 
Agreement of 1935, the Anti-Comintern Pact of 1936, and the 
rapprochement with Italy during 1937, betokened a drastically 
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altered set of “objective conditions” with which Nazi Germany 
would have to deal. The central European territorial aspira¬ 
tions of the Nazi regime—including the truncation and de¬ 
struction of Czechoslovakia and the “seltlement"” of the I’olish 
Corridor question—were shared by Hitler’s diplomats; only 
caution and a sense of timing distinguished their approach to 
these “historical tasks” from that of the Nazi leadership. Yet 
the close relationship of influential Foreign Office officials with 
})rominent professional militarists during this time bred joint 
dismay over the consequences of a premature war, in which 
German arms would ill match the combined forces of the 
Western democracies and the Soviet Union.' 



Ill 
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On February 2, ]938, Baron Constantin von Neuralh cele¬ 
brated his sixty-fifth birthday, and the fortieth anniversary 
of his career in public service. This was a day of ceremonies 
for the German foreign minister. It began early in the morn¬ 
ing with a gathering of liis family. His daughter was there, 
with her husband, State Secretary Georg von Mackensen.' 
Neurath’s son, a career officer, had come with his wife from 
Brussels for the occasion. At eleven o’clock, the entire mem¬ 
bership of the Foreign Office gathered in the house of the 
former Reich president (now taken over by Neurath) on the 
Wilhelmstrasse, to convey their best wishes to their chief. 
The oldest official in the service. Ambassador von Bergen, 
formally expressed their sentiments: “Your untiring and 
ceaseless pursuit of duty at all times and at all of those posts 
which you have so successfully held in the past forty years, 
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shines as a great example to all of Gauleiter Bohle of the 
AO also spoke kind words on behalf of the Party. At noon, the 
Berlin diplomatic corps, led by its doyen the Papal Nuncio 
Monsignor Orsenigo, likewise paid respects to the foreign 
minisler and presented him with a silver bowl filled with 
orchids.^ 

'I'he foreign minister’s long service to his country had 
earned him many friends, and large numbers of letters and 
telegrams arrived on that day. So many, indeed, were they 
that next day he was moved to announce in the newspapers 
lhal it was impossible for him to answer them all personally.* 

Among those who sent greetings was one to whom Ncurath’s 
aiiniveisary had particularly heartening significance. The Ger¬ 
man press had not mentioned the fact that retirement from 
the foreign service was customary at Neurath’s age; but 
Joachim von Kiblienlrop was fully aware of this, and his wire 
of congratulations had its own reasons. Forty-eight hours later, 
on February d, Neurath was removed from his post. Ribben- 
Irop—then ambassador to the Court of St. James—at the age 
of forty-four became foreign minister of the Third Reich, 

Adolf Hitler was kind to his retiring minister and gave him 
to know that great missions were still in store for him. In a 
]uiblished letter, Hitler wrote: 

On the occasion of the completion of the first half-decade of National 
Socialist government, you once more have requested to be allowed to 
i(Tire. 1 am not al)le to grant your request, since 1 cannot spare your 
indispensable services even in view of your recent sixty-fifth birthday 
and the fortieth anniversary of your service. In the five years of our 
common work your advice and your judgjncnt have become indis- 
pensable. As 1 now relieve you of your duties in the Forc^ign Oflice and 
aj)point you Presidcjil of the Secret Cabinet Council, 1 do so in order 
to ki^ep at th(! highest hwel of the Reich an advisor who has loyally 
stood by my side during these five trying years. To thank you for this 
today is iny most heartfelt need.'^ 

The wish might have been sincere, but the honor was as 
empty as it was unanticipated. The Secret Cabinet Council, a 
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sinecure, never mcl, and passed into oblivion the day it was 
born.' Wlule it is not clear whether Neurath actually had 
wished to be retired, it was less his own removal than Rib- 
bentrop’s appointment as successor which was his heaviest 
cross to bear. Years later, in captivity, the former foreign 
minister could still express wonder at Hitler’s ungracious act: 

Q. How (lit! it happc'n that Ril)l)<‘ntrop finally got the job of Foreign 
Minister instead of someone else? 

/V. Thai's a question which has been put to me several times, and I 
can’t answer it. I don’t know. 1 can’t undcrsland it, csj)ccially because 
on the 14th of January [ when 1 asked Hitler to be relieved from 

my ollice, lu; said to me, “But 1 will never make this Ribbentrop For¬ 
eign Minister.” And forty fsic| days later he was in. Nobody can tell 
me how it would be. 1 can’t understand it.^ 

Neuralh’s sixty-fifth birthday had been antecedent to this 
cliangc, but hardly its cause. The governmental shakeup of 
February 4, of which his resignation had been a pari, included 
several other diplomatic posts. Franz von Papen in Vienna, 
Herbert von Dirksen in Tokyo, and Ulrich von Hassell in 
Rome likewise were removed from their posts. But the sig¬ 
nificance of Hitler’s acts of that day lay not so much in the 
diplomatic as the military sphere of Reich power. It was di¬ 
rected primarily at the Reich War Ministry^ the officers’ corps, 
and the German army as a whole. 

Behind the newspaper headlines of February 5 announcing 
Neurath’s resignation, the removal of General von Blomberg 
as war minister. Hitler’s own assumption of direct control of 
the entire Wehrmacht, Keitel’s appointment as chief of a recon¬ 
stituted Supreme Command (OKfF), and Fritsch’s removal 
as commandcr-in-chief of the army, lay a hidden struggle for 
power over the Third Reich’s military machine. In this strug¬ 
gle, the army’s general staff had come off second best. A brief 
explanation of this struggle is necessary here, for its signifi¬ 
cance in tlie next few months was to be great. 

In broad measure, the German general staff, like the For- 
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eign OfTice, unlil this lime had enthusiastically supported 
Hiller’s major policies of a “revision” of Versailles. Il had 
welcomed the reintroduction of compulsory military service 
in 1935, the reoccupation of the Rhineland in 1936, tlie lim¬ 
ited military adventures in Spain in 1936, and the rearma¬ 
ment program which, by late 1937, was in full swing. Briefly, 
in the revolutionary situation between January 30, 1933, and 
June 30, 1934, the Keichswehr had been faced with the un- 
])leasant possibility of being swallowed up in a new Nazi mass 
army, swelled by the incorporation of units of Ernst Roehm’s 
mass paramilitary organization, the SA brownshirts. But this 
threat had not been realized. The Hiller purge of June 30, 
1934, while it had eliminated General Schleicher, had also 
put an end to Roehnrs military aspirations—and to his life. 
It had symbolized Hitler’s willingness to compromise with the 
leadership of the German army. By 1937, the SA no longer 
was a threat to the German army. The oflicers’ corps of the 
now-expanding Reichswehr conlinued lo be the object of ven¬ 
eration from a military-minded German people. The reintro- 
duction of conscription in 1935 presented the army once more 
with the prospect of indoctrinating the youth of Germany with 
the ideals of Prussian military tradition—the ideals of Moltke, 
Sclilieffen, Scharnhorst, and Frederick the Great. 

Some of the leadership of the oflicers’ corps, il is true, had 
made common ideological cause with the National Socialists. 
Blomberg, as war minister, the aged Field Marshal von Mack- 
ensen, and a few ranking generals of the army had espoused 
the official racial and political doctrines of the Nazi state. But 
the army remained in the new Germany much what it had been 
in the old—a conservative force, politically and socially re¬ 
actionary, now a survival of Prussianism in a new, petit- 
bourgeois state. Like the Foreign Office bureaucracy, it 
remained an area of slate power relatively aloof from the 
radical elements of the Parly. While amenable lo practical 
cooperation with its National Socialist masters, it had by no 
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means been “coordinated” {gleichsgeschaltet) into the “move¬ 
ment” itself. 

But if Boehm and the SA had failed to realize their dream 
of Nazifying the German army, a new threat to the army had 
emerged from another source by 1937: Himmler’s SS. Orig¬ 
inally, in 1929, Himmler’s Schutzstaffel had comprised only 
280 men, a select, racially elite corps of the Party whose 
purpose was to “protect the Fiihrer.” It had grown, by 1937, 
to the dimensions of an army of 210,000 men. In January of 
that year, it included three armored regiments, the Leibstari- 
darte Adolf Hiller, Deutschland, and Germania, plus two or 
three independent divisions. The strength of these Party 
armored units by no means was great enough to challenge the 
Keichswehr, and therefore did not satisfy Himmler. His pro¬ 
posal, early in 1937, to develop within the SS special armored 
units to police German’s borders against incursions of “com¬ 
munists, saboteurs, and adventurers” (a proposal which, if 
realized, would have considerably expanded the SS as a 
whole), was opposed by General von Fritsch, as commander- 
in-chief of the army. 

The continued existence of the German army as an autono¬ 
mous satrapy in the Third Reich seemed incompatible with 
Himmler’s own plans, for various reasons. In his endeavors 
to challenge its authority, Ilimnder during the course of that 
year had found allies—first Goring, and then Hitler himself. 
While Gdring’s own hostility to the army leadership stemmed 
perhaps more from his personal ambition to control it than 
from ideological convictions which moved Himmler, Hitler’s 
mistrust of the army in 1937 sprang chiefly from other, more 
substantive considerations. While the army leadership until 
that time had approved and abetted his successful “revisionist” 
policies, there was growing evidence that its leadership, in¬ 
cluding Blomberg, Fritsch, and Beck (chief of the army gen¬ 
eral staff) did not concur in Hitler’s plans for future military 
conquests in eastern Europe. 
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These plans had been revealed, in part, by Hitler to his mili¬ 
tary and diplomatic chiefs in a conference on November 5, 
1957, Hitler envisaged a general program of forcible German 
expansion in eastern Europe, which could not be delayed 
beyond the years 1943-1945. Such a program, Hitler had 
reasoned, was essential for Germany’s economic and political 
survival. The “living space” in the East was required not only 
for German colonization, but for economic exploitation. The 
first targets of German arms would be Austria and Czechoslo¬ 
vakia, and such undertakings might involve the prospect of an 
international conflict as early as the summer of 1938. 

Neither Neurath nor Blomberg had concurred with the 
Fiihrcr’s views in this conference, for strategical as well as 
tactical reasons. In the fall of 1937, much of Hitler’s assess¬ 
ment of the international situation sprang from a belief that 
tensions, arising from the Spanish Civil War, between Italy, 
Britain, and France in the Mediterranean would result in war. 
With the Western powers thus engaged, Germany’s hands 
might be freed for her “necessary” Eastern adventures. Neu¬ 
rath and Blomberg both had discounted the prospect of such 
a war. And, furthermore, while they did not mention it, it 
may be assumed that the possibility of Western intervention 
in a conflict between Germany and Czechoslovakia was pres-, 
eiit in their minds. But the generals had reasons for far deeper 
dislike of Hitler’s program than merely tactical ones. Both, 
as representatives of conservative Junker thought, shared with 
Sceckt an aflinity for close Russian-German collaboration, 
harbored deep aversions to an alliance with Italy, and believed 
that a strong Germany might be able to come to an under¬ 
standing with “conservative” forces in Britain. 

It was not, therefore, a coincidence, that the purge of Feb¬ 
ruary 4, two months after the Fiihrer conference, included on 
its rolls tlie names of the three conservative military and polit¬ 
ical leaders who had voiced strong objections to Hitler’s plans. 
The immediate causes of Blomberg’s and Fritsch’s dismissals 
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were, perhaps, far more dramatic than Neurath’s. Blomberg, 
by marrying a “commoner” of dubious prior profession, had 
violated the unwritten social code of his officer corps, and thus 
was the easier for Hitler to remove. Frilsch, subjected to char¬ 
acter assassination by Himmler’s Gestapo, accused of homo¬ 
sexual proclivities (a crime under German criminal law), 
likewise was removed before the charges against him could 
be refuted. He, like Blomberg, vanished into obscurity. 

Thus Hitler had seized direct control of the army and of 
the Foreign Office. Five years after the Nazi seized power, 
five months before the Sudeten crisis was to reach its peak, 
and five weeks before the invasion of Austria, the decks of 
the Nazi ship of state were being swept clean for action. Hitler 
was prepared to embark upon a program of ruthless expansion 
and, if obstructed by diplomacy, to involve the Third Reich 
in a major war." Hiller’s new foreign minister for this trying 
period would be Joachim von Ribbenlrop. 

Ribbentrop was born on April 30, 1893, in Wesel am 
Rhein, son of a minor Imperial army officer. Lieutenant 
Colonel Richard Ribbentrop. The family had produced a long 
line of minor Hannoverian military figures, one of whom re¬ 
putedly fought beside Bliicher at Waterloo. 

Joachim was the youngest of three brothers. In youth he 
was in delicate health, inheriting a frail constitution from his 
motlier, who died of tuberculosis nine years after his birth. 
It was this physical handicap which doubtless diverted him 
from following his father’s career. After attending the Kaiser- 
liches Lyzfium in Metz (where his father then was stationed), 
the young Ribbentrop was sent abroad to study, in London 
and Grenoble. Several years before World War I, he made 
his way to Canada; there the pleasant, attractive young man 
remained for four years, employed variously as bank clerk, 
timekeeper, and small-scale wine importer. When the war 
broke out, Ribbentrop returned home, enlisted in the Torgau 
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Hussar Regiment No. 12, and served, apparently with some 
dislinclion, on the Polish-Russian front," and, later, with the 
German War Ministry’s mission in Constantinople. 

After the collapse of Turkey in 1918, Ribbentrop returned 
1o Germany and, if his own report be true, served briefly as 
aide-de-camp with the War Ministry delegation at the Ver¬ 
sailles peace conference.The war over, he went next year to 
Rerlin, where he established himself as a job-lot wine mer¬ 
chant. With singular fortune, he met and married the daughter 
of Otto Henkell, the German champagne manufacturer. 

Within the next few years Ribbentrop acquired wealth and 
repute in this trade. His firm, Schdneberg und Ribbentrop, 
became the German agency for French chartreuse, MeukofI 
Ijrandy, Johnny Walker Scotch whisky, and Pommery and 
Greno champagnes. 

The purveying of wines and liquors proved to be Ribben- 
Irop’s vocation, but not his avocation. In recent times and in 
most Western countries, there have hovered about the diplo¬ 
matic life of great capitals tliose financially well-endowed 
social entertainers, content to move in the periphery of oflicial 
life and to partake of its splendor, if not of its responsibilities 
and power. Such, evidently, were the Ribbentrops of the 
I920’s. Financial success spurred his social ambition. On 
May 15, 1925, under circumstances which he later unsuccess¬ 
fully sought to camouflage (even in his SS files), Ribbentrop 
was adopted by a distant spinster relative, Gertrud von Rib¬ 
bentrop, the daughter of a lieutenant general in the Prussian 
army who, it appears, was knighted in 1884. Joachim Ribben¬ 
trop immediately changed his name and that of his firm to 
“von” Ribbentrop.' His Dahlem villa became known for its 
dinners and receptions; his gifts of choice wines to German 
and foreign diplomats established a proper reputation for 
affable generosity. 

Conviviality flourishes on champagne, and Ribbentrop, its 
purveyor, remained aloof from the acrimonious domestic pol- 
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itics in the Germany of the ’twenties. The early Ribhentrop 
was by no means a Nazi. On occasion he affected monarchist 
leanings. Certainly he held no public or private Ijrief for the 
anti-Semitism espoused by the Nazis; considerations of ra¬ 
tionality and decency aside, many of Ribbentrop’s business 
associates and friends were Jewish. Few of his customers at 
that time could have been Nazis. How was it, then, that lie came 
to enter the circle of Hitler’s advisers? 

Ribbeiitrop was known, among his associates, to harbor 
fashionable antipathies to Bolshevism; during the mid- 
’twentics, as an auxiliary service to his foreign business 
friends, he undertook to publish and circulate periodic bulle¬ 
tins on the internal political and economic stale of the Reich. 
His business trips abroad brought and kept him in touch with 
various public personalities in Britain and France; he could 
claim an amateurish knowledge of the political affairs of 
Western Europe. 

According to one reliable observer, Ribbentrop was brought 
to Hiller’s attention by one Vicco von BLilow-Schwante.'^ This 
person, a black sheep of the prolific and prominent Biilow 
family, had been cashiered from the German diplomatic serv¬ 
ice in 1919 for misconduct. He knew certain leaders of the 
Nazi Party, notably Rudolf Hess. He met and befriended Rib¬ 
bentrop in the late ’twenties. Through Hess, according to this 
observer, Biilow-Schwante met Hitler, and the latter, “by way 
of conversation happened to mention that he had no gift for 
languages nor anybody at his disposal who really could read 
Le Temps or the Times to him.”'* Ribbentrop’s linguistic abil¬ 
ities were considerable, though not flawless; Biilow-Schwante 
drew Hitler’s attention to them, also showing Hiller copies of 
Ribbentrop’s privately printed news letters. Hitler was appar¬ 
ently impressed wdth these evidences of Ribbentrop’s acumen 
and his proper awareness of the “growing danger of Bolshe¬ 
vism.” The two men finally met, according to Ribbentrop, at 
the Fiihrer’s Berghof in Berchtesgaden, on August 12, 1932." 
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In the ensuing months Adolf Hiller was a frequent visitor 
to the Dahlem home of the Ribbenlrops, although this friend¬ 
ship was not widely known. Hitler himself was much of a new¬ 
comer to Berlin life; the ways of the cosmopolitan world here 
wei'C unfamiliar to him. But at the Ribbentrop’s he soon be¬ 
came initiated into the etiquette of upper bourgeois life; under 
Frau Ribbenlrop’s tutelage, he learned appropriate table man¬ 
ners. ‘ Their home became a link between the Ribbentrop’s 
parvenu segment of upper Berlin society and the Nazi Party. 
Here, indeed, Hitler later negotiated with Papen in the last 
critical days of the Schleicher cabinet, to strike his infamous 
bargain which brought him, finally, to power as chancellor 
of the German Reich on January 30, 1933. " 

Several impressions emerge from this brief portrait. Rib- 
i)cntrop, unlike all of Hitler’s other chief collaborators before 
1933, was not an Alter Klimpfer of the “movement.” He did 
not even join the Party until 1932, and even then did not pub¬ 
licly admit to the fact.^‘ Compared with the other Party leaders 
who soon were to become his peers in Hitler’s court—Goring, 
Hess, Coebbels, Frick, Rosenberg—Ribbentrop was an up¬ 
start. Where, after all, had he been during the early street 
l)aUles and sufierings of the Party? As late as 1935 his name 
was conspicuously absent from the Party’s quasiofhcial Who’s 
Wlio, the Deutsches Fiihrerlexikon. He was not an ideologist, 
like Rosenberg, whose passionate espousal and elaboration of 
Nazi irrationalism made up for lack of organizational capaci¬ 
ties and physical “activism.” Ribbentrop’s snobbish affecta¬ 
tion of monarchist sentiments, his pretense of aristocratic 
forebears, his close association with Jewish friends and busi¬ 
ness associates; all these things could have done little to endear 
him to the Party’s leadership. 

An explanation for Ribbentrop’s admission to Hitler’s circle 
must be found in those qualities which were not shared in like 
degree by others of the “men around Hitler.” His linguistic 
abilities, his wide travels abroad as student, tourist, and sales- 
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man, had by 1930 conferred upon him a breadth of superficial 
foreign experience and contacts unknown to the parochial 
Party chieftains about him. There were other, more subjective 
elements. His capacity, later to be perfected, of flinging 
“thunderbolts of flattery” at Hitler “without turning a hair”; 
his mawkish aping of Hitler’s ideas; his persistent antecham¬ 
ber lobbying in Hitler’s various headquarters, are traits ade¬ 
quately described elsewhere. " Ribbentrop by 1933 was Hitler’s 
own man; so he was to remain throughout the course of the 
Third Reich’s history. 

“Freiherr Joachim von Ribbentrop has good looks, a frank 
smile, charming manners and fluent English and French.” In 
this fashion, an anonymous English acquaintance of Ribben¬ 
trop began an article on him in 1936.’“ The champagne sales¬ 
man of Weimar Germany had risen fast in the intervening 
years. By now he was well known outside Germany on the 
European continent and in England, possibly more so than in 
his home country itself. It was he, and not Alfred Rosenberg, 
whom Hitler in 1933 had selected to be his chief adviser on 
foreign affairs. In 1934 he became Hitler’s commissioner for 
disarmament questions; in 1935, ambassador at large {Bot- 
schafter zur besonderen Verwendung), a title until then 
unknown in German diplomacy. Following the death of Am¬ 
bassador Hoesch in 1936, he was appointed Hitler’s ambas¬ 
sador to the Court of St. James.”’ 

Other honors fell to Ribbentrop in these years. He was 
appointed to the Reichstag in 1933; he became Gruppenfiihrer 
and later Obergruppenfilhrer in Himmler’s SS. But even 
more important than these sinecures, he became organizer and 
chief of the Nazi Party’s Dienststelle Ribbentrop, attached to 
the stall of Hitler’s deputy, Rudolf Hess. 

Ribbentrop performed his early roving commissions with 
singular vigor and dispatch. As Hitler’s alter ego, he fre¬ 
quently traveled abroad, cutting through the troublesome red 
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tape of the Wilhelmslrasse bureaucracy. On occasion, even 
some of his most important visits to foreign capitals took 
place without the prior knowledge of the Foreign Office, or of 
its mission chiefs. Ribbenlrop took his orders directly from his 
Fiihrer, not from the diplomats. Ilis friends, confidants, and 
acquaintances were scattered throughout England and France. 
Some of them, like Fernand de Brinon, were holdovers from 
llibbentrop’s days in the wine business. Others—Lord Rother- 
mere of the Daily Mail, Philip Conwell Evans, Pierre Flandin, 
Sir Ian Hamilton—were newly made acquaintances, drawn to 
him because of his close connection to Germany’s new ruler. 

In the days before his appointment to London, Ribbentrop 
was the mystery man of German diplomacy. But even to those 
to whom he was not a mystery, his genial appearance, affabil¬ 
ity, and informality stood in sharp contrast to the formal 
siiffness and punctuality for which Germany’s diplomacy 
habilually was noted. The claptrap of Nazi ideology which had 
yiroved the downfall of Rosenberg the dijdomat, concerned 
him but little. He was his prince’s secretary, not his court 
ydiilosopher; and Hitler, still considering himself misjudged 
by many in the outside world, had much need of new friends, 
not only in offices of state, but in the worlds of trade, industry, 
tlie press, and in the villas, hunting lodges, and country estates 
of the Western world which Ribbentrop claimed to know so 
well. 

To say that Ribbentrop, the “amateur,” was disliked by the 
career diplomats would not be an adequate measure of their 
estimate. They viewed him with contempt. He was a social 
climber; he was irresponsible; his official reports to Hitler, 
in their eyes, were monuments of stylistic and substantive 
turgidity; his exaggeration of minor personal diplomatic feats 
were both deplorable and ungentlemanly; his oversimplifica¬ 
tion of complex political issues alarming and (they believed) 
transparently naive. ' But far worse, he was an upstart 
competitor for their job; and for this latter transgression, 
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Ribbentrop won the undying enmity of ibe Foreign Office 
bureaucracy and iheir expectation of his early downfall. 

And yet they misjudged their man. Ribbentrop did not go 
llie way of Alfred Rosenberg. Early in 1933, he was estab¬ 
lished by Hitler in his own special Dienststelle Ribbentrop 
(sometimes referred to as the Biiro Ribbentrop) across the 
street from the Foreign Office, in the former office of the Prus¬ 
sian minister president. This Dienststelle, liberally sustained 
l)y funds from Hitler’s personal treasury, the Adolf Hitler 
Spende, was endowed with a working capital of RM 20,000,- 
000. It swiftly grew from a small staff of 15 men in 1934, to 
50, and finally became a swollen establishment of more than 
300 retainers (Gefolgschaftsmitgliedern) ’ to assist Ribben¬ 
trop in his new tasks. 

Ribbentrop staffed this quasiofficial apparatus with an array 
of young diplomatic novices, aristocrats, some deserving 
Party functionaries, and many personal friends. None of them 
were then prominent men; but among them were to be found 
such later figures of Nazi diplomacy as Otto Abetz, Heinrich 
Stahmer, Baron von Stecngracht, Martin laither, Horst Wag¬ 
ner, and Walter Hewel—aspiring diplomats, who soon found 
this establishment amply rewarding to their impatient ambi¬ 
tions. This was a different “trout hatcheny”*’ than that of the 
Foreign Office. The laurels of a diplomatic career in the regu¬ 
lar Foreign Service—even for those carefully selected candi¬ 
dates fortunate enough to be admitted—were hard to come 
by; only after years of patient and obscure labors could one 
rise to official prominence. But the recruitment and promotion 
methods of the Dienststelle, arbitrary and unbureaucratized, 
were unfettered by such rigid,'long-established routine pro¬ 
cedures. 

In addition, the Dienststelle inherited the confiscated li¬ 
braries and files of Professor Mendelssohn-Bartholdy’s once 
reputable Hamburger Institut jiir Auswdrtige Politik, and 
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drew upon the research department of the now Nazified 
Deutsche llochschule fiir Politik in Berlin and Karl Haiis- 
liofer’s Munich Geopolitisches Institute'' These technical facili¬ 
ties rendered the new ambassador relatively independent of 
technical advice from the Foreign Office."’ 

Until 1938, the Dienststelle was under the technical direc¬ 
tion of Dr. Hermann von Raurner, ne])hew of Hans von Raiimer, 
treasury minister under Stresemann. As did his chief, 
Raurner entertained great ambitions for his organization. He 
would develop a small “general staff” here, capable of dealing 
with the most important foreign-policy issues, unencumbered 
by the troublesome, complex bureaucracy of the Foreign 
Office. As one of Raumer’s associates later wrote, he conceived 
the Dienststelle to be a kind of “paradiplomatic” agency, 
undertaking such tasks as the Foreign Office was unsuited for. " 

Whether or not Raurner aspired to supersede the old For¬ 
eign Office, the Dienststelle and its chief soon assumed a seri¬ 
ous role in Reich policy. It was Neuralh who guided the first 
faltering steps of Nazi diplomacy on the international stage; 
but Ribbentrop and his bureau became entrusted with special 
diplomatic tasks in the wings. As special commissioner for 
disarmament questions, he toured the capitals of the Locarno 
powers in 1934 to sound them out on Hitler’s rearmament 
proposals, [n May and June of 1935, as ambassador at large, 
he negotiated with the British government the Anglo-German 
Naval Agreement, guaranteeing to Germany 35 per cent parity 
in tonnage in all categories of naval vessels (except subma¬ 
rines),'^ an unexpected triumph which served greatly to en¬ 
hance Ribbentrop’s reputation as a diplomat with the Fiihrer. 
In 1936, it was he who represented the Reich at the League 
Council meetings after Germany’s invasion of the Rhineland. 

The Anglo-German Naval Agreement of 1935, far more 
favorable to Germany’s now quite remilitarized aspirations 
than Hitler had ever dreamed, raised Ribbentrop’s prestige 
to new heights. Correspondingly, however, opposition to him 
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grew within the Foreign Office itself. State Secretary Bernhard 
von Biilow, concerned lest the new ambassador irreparably 
short-circuit the complex lines of his own policies, appointed 
a junior foreign-service officer, Erich Kordt, as liaison with 
Ribbentrop’s staff, to assist him in his work, but in reality also 
to serve as an informer on his activities. " Foreign Minister 
Neiirath adamantly resisted efforts to have Ribbentrop ele¬ 
vated to higher office. When, in 1936, both Ambassador Hoesch 
in London and State Secretary Biilow in Berlin died within 
a few weeks of each other, Neurath prevented Ribbentrop’s 
appointment as slate secretary by threatening to resign if this 
came to pass. Ribbentrop, as consolation, was appointed to 
succeed Hoesch in London. " 

This London assignment came as a bitter disappointment to 
Ribbentrop; he never viewed it—despite contrary assertions— 
as his chief occupation. He delayed his departure for England 
until late fall, 1936, almost 90 days after his appointment had 
first been announced, in order to fortify his Dienststelle against 
anticipated vicissitudes during his long absence from Berlin. 
Even alter his arrival in London on October 26, he spent the 
greater part of his fifteen-month tenure either in Berlin or in 
Berchtesgaden, in attendance on the Fiihrer. Between Novem¬ 
ber 25, 1936, and November 26, 1937, he made no less than 
eleven trips between London and Berlin. Disturbing questions 
raised in the British House of Commons inquired whether 
Ribbentrop’s domestic enterprises in Berlin were compatible 
with the duties of a diplomatist accredited to the Court of St. 
James. “Is not the position of German Ambassador in England 
a full-time job?” inquired one Liberal M.P. of Foreign Secre¬ 
tary Eden—a question upon which the latter refused to com¬ 
ment.*^ The interior of the German embassy at Carleton House 
Terrace—a classic example of Georgian architecture—^was 
torn apart and remodeled along appropriate lines of monu¬ 
mental National Socialist severity to accommodate Ambas¬ 
sador von Ribbentrop; a retinue of Dienststelle officials was 
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established in London to assist him. But the ambassador’s 
chief diplomatic and political aspirations lay elsewhere. His 
protracted negotiations with the Japanese government, culmi¬ 
nating ill the Anti-Comintern Pact of 1936, were handled by 
him in Berlin, without the participation of the Foreign Office. 
He continued his peregrinations of other European capitals 
on behalf of the Fiihrer, earning from Punch magazine the 
sobriquet of “the Wandering Aryan.” Indeed, on the eve of 
his departure from London as foreign minister in early Feb¬ 
ruary, 1938, the London Times was moved to comment edi¬ 
torially, upon the fruits of his mission, that “his term as 
Ambassador has been too brief and too broken to make any 
positive impression.”" 

Published German diplomatic documents and British state 
papers reveal little of the ambassador’s reception in London. 
But for Ribbentrop this London interlude coincided with a 
drastic change of heart about England. He had arrived in 
London in October, 1936, remembered in British conservative 
circles as architect of the 1935 Anglo-German Naval Agree¬ 
ment. Coinciding with a transitory diminution of hostile Ger¬ 
man colonial propaganda, his arrival led the London Times 
to auger his mission well. It was preceded, the Times had 
declared, “by the knowledge that he [Ribbentrop] was re¬ 
cently instrumental in having the German colonial campaign 
shorn of its more irritating features.”"" 

The new ambassador lost no time in proclaiming himself 
the disciple of an anti-Bolshevik coalition of the great Nordic 
peoples. In his first major London speech at Grosvenor House 
in December 15, Ribbentrop extolled German leadership in 
the struggle against the Communist International, her need 
for colonies and for “self-sufficiency.” But a war between 
England and Germany “must never be repeated,” for it would, 
he warned, “mean the unavoidable victory of world revolu¬ 
tion, bolshevism, and the destruction of everything dear” to 
Germans and Englishmen alike."" Upon his hosts—and upon 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


56 


himself—he privately impressed the great personal sacrifice 
which his “chosen” task of building Anglo-German friendship 
had entailed. As he told Winston Churchill one day in 1937, 
he had spurned Hiller’s offer to make him foreign minister, in 
order that he might, instead, come to l.ondon.'^ After the war 
his claim was more modest but equally inaccurate. The Fiihrer, 
he reminisced, had offered him the post of “undersecretary” 
in the Foreign Office (presumably the job of slate secretary) 
which he had rejected. “I told the Fiihrer I thought it would 
be well worthwhile, by going over to London and trying to 
find out whether it wasn’t possible, after all, to get this 
alliance.”" 

The thought of an Anglo-German alliance—drawn from 
the intellectual arsenal of Mein Kampf —was as much of an 
idee fixe with Ribbentrop as his later obdurate Anglophobia 
was to be. And the unresponsiveness of phlegmatic British 
officialdom to it was something which the champagne salesman 
never w^as fully able to comprehend. His terms were character¬ 
ized by extreme simplicity: a permanent Anglo-German naval 
parity agreement along the lines of the 1935 agreement; joint 
“guarantee” of the Low Countries; Germany would agree, as 
he told postwar interrogators, to “guarantee” the British Em¬ 
pire. For her part, Britain would “recognize” Germany as a 
“strong power in Europe”; as he told Winston Churchill, the 
future of the Third Reich lay in Eastern Europe, and, in 
return for British help there, Germany was prepared to “stand 
guard for the British Empire in all its greatness and extent.”” 

Although the later events of Munich were to demonstrate 
that powerful forces of appeasement in Britain held to this 
way of thinking, Ribbentrop by the fall of 1937 had con¬ 
vinced himself of the malevolence of the “British Empire” 
and, furthermore, of its evil intentions toward Germany. The 
impatience of Ribbentrop the salesman wore through the thin 
veneer of persistence of Ribbentrop the diplomat. His efforts 
to “sell” his novel and revolutionary plan to the skeptical 
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Lord Vansittart (then permanent undersecretary of the British 
Foreign Office) at the Olympic Games in Berlin in the summer 
of 1936 came to naught. “J was trying to induce him,” Rib- 
hentrop told a postwar American interrogator, “win him over 
to come to this Anglo-German arrangement. ... It was like 
speaking to a stone wall. He didn’t move at all.”‘ Attempts 
to revive the previous project of a stale visit for Hitler to 
London were similarly unsuccessful. His notable diplomatic 
faux pas at a court reception in 1937—when Ribbentrop gave 
the Nazi salute to the king—produced a violent reaction in 
the British press and among the British public; his activities 
as German representative on the l.ondon Non-Intervention 
Committee—established ostensibly to prevent the spread of 
the Spanish Civil War to other quarters—did little to endear 
him to British officialdom. Ribbentrop interpreted the abdi¬ 
cation of Edward VlII as the triumph of elements in the British 
"'ruling classes” hostile to the Third Reich. 

Indeed, by Christmas, 1937, the German ambassador was 
convinced that his mission had failed. Sunk in deep depres¬ 
sion, and fearful lest his London tenure and its attendant 
failures might mark his demise as Hitler’s chief diplomat, 
Ribbentrop retired in a blue funk to the upper reaches of the 
Carleton House Terrace embassy to write, in haste and con¬ 
fusion, the swan song of his mission. His memorandum to 
Hitler, preserved in the documents of the war-crimes trials, 
urged that Hitler abandon further attempts to seek agreement 
with the British. The British government would tolerate no 
change in the status quo of Eastern Europe. Since the abdica¬ 
tion of Edward VlII, all chance of peaceful reconciliation was 
gone. The abdication had been manipulated by Prime Minister 
Baldwin for fear that the king would not “collaborate in pol¬ 
icies hostile to Germany.” Outwardly, Ribbentrop wrote, 
German diplomacy now should appear to seek an understand¬ 
ing with England, but secretly it should seek to develop close 
connections with Italy and Japan. “Every day in the future,” 
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Ribbentrop concluded, ‘‘when our political efforts are not 
fundamentally determined in full awareness that England 
is our most dangerous opponent will only be of profit to our 
enemies.”" This posture of violent Anglophobia was to be 
maintained by Ribbentrop throughout the remaining course of 
his career—a far more hostile position in this matter than that 
taken by any other prominent member of Hitler’s entourage. 
What measure of personal rancor, of frusiration, had entered 
Ribbentrop’s mind during this I.ondon exile? No documents 
fully can explain this; nor could the “objective” political sit¬ 
uation in Britain at the time do so either. Lord Halifax, visit¬ 
ing Berlin in December, 1937, ostensibly to indulge his boar¬ 
hunting proclivities with Hermann Goring, had presented a 
picture of British policy far more pliable than that depicted 
in Ribbentrop’s memorandum. The “frank smile” and “charm¬ 
ing manners” Ribbentrop once had shown in England were 
now transformed into the grim features of an ambitious man 
determined on a far different course, and aware that his own 
personal success was contingent upon an extreme espousal 
of Hitler’s own views. His ambassadorship was nearing its 
end; an avowed enemy of Great Britain was to become German 
foreign minister. 


FROM POACHER TO GAMEKEEPER 

During and after the Austrian crisis of early 1938, the Ger¬ 
man Foreign Office underwent a refurbishing to meet the 
demands of its new, “activist” chief. Earlier, the Carleton 
House Terrace embassy in London—its structural and its 
human components—had been renovated from top to bottom 
to accommodate Ribbentrop the ambassador. Now, the Berlin 
Foreign Office headquarters awaited similar happenings. 
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Unlike many of his predecessors, Ribbentrop chose not to 
live in the Wilhclmstrasse quarters reserved for the foreign 
minister, preferring instead to remain—while he was in Ber¬ 
lin—in his more secluded and spacious Dahlem villa on Lenze 
Alice. Ills considerable real-estate holdings elsewhere, and 
his known inclination for following Hitler about, betokened 
an administration which might not be too intimately linked 
lo the Wilhclmstrasse. During the past few years, he had 
acquired a 750-hectare estate, equipped with a private golf 
course, in Sonneburg, near Berlin; a horse-breeding farm at 
Tanneck bei Diiren, near Aachen; and a house near Kitzbiihel, 
available for mountain chamois hunting. Later, as consequence 
of the union witli Austria, he was to acquire Schloss Fuschl, 
a castle on a small lake near Salzburg, within short motoring 
distance of the Fiihrer’s Berchtesgaden chalet. ’’ In these places, 
remote from Berlin, much of his later diplomacy was to be 
conducted. After the war had begun, his chief headquarters 
were to be in a railroad car in the van of the Fiihrer’s train. 
But for the moment, early in 1938, Ribbentrop was in Berlin, 
and turned his attention to the Wilhclmstrasse establishment. 

The new foreign minister might easily have brought with 
him to the Foreign Office a new set of directors drawn from 
his own Dienststelle or from Party agencies. But he did not. 
One of his first administrative acts was to align himself with 
the Wilhclmstrasse officialdom. His Dienststelle, of sucli assist¬ 
ance to him in the days of his “antechamber diplomacy,” now 
became expendable. His retinue of amateur specialists was, 
for the most part, dissolved, and its members left uncomfort¬ 
ably and resentfully to attach themselves to other Party agen¬ 
cies, A few favorites, it is true, were transferred to the 
Foreign Office at this time, but only after they had passed the 
prescribed attache examination.'" The Dienststelle^s gifted ad¬ 
ministrative chief, von Raumer, briefly remained with Ribben¬ 
trop as adviser on Japanese matters; but soon was removed 
after a bitter personal clash with his chief.'’ For tlie moment 
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RiVjbenlrop had no desire io feud with the career bureaucracy; 
in fact, he turned to it when he came to fill the most powerful 
posts in the Foreign Office. Some more astute diplomats had 
anticipated this. Dirksen, with commendable candor, recalls 
having received news of Ribbentrop’s appointment not without 
some relief. “Ribbentrop as foreign minister,” he later wrote, 
“would be a ‘hard nut’—about that I had no doubt. But just 
as a poacher, when appointed gamekeeper, often becomes a 
useful member of society, so, I reasoned, Ribbentrop would 
become susceptible to reason and good counsel.”'* 

Neuraih’s son-in-law, State Secretary von Mackensen, had 
resigned shortly after Ribbentrop’s appointment. To succeed 
him, the foreign minister selected Ernst von Weizsacker, a 
choice most congenial to the career bureaucracy. A former 
naval oflicer, Weizsacker was, strictly speaking, not a “proto¬ 
type” career official. Like Neuralh, however, he was the son 
of a distinguished retainer of the Royal Wiirttemberg court. 
Originally he had chosen a career in the Imperial navy, but 
this ambition had come to an abrupt end in 1918 when both 
Empire and navy collapsed. At the age of 38, Weizsiicker 
looked for another career. Through a series of fortunate cir¬ 
cumstances he entered the postwar German diplomatic service, 
but witliout the usual stint of university training. He was trans¬ 
ferred from the fleet to the Hague as naval attache in 1919, 
and there met Richard GneisSt (later personnel chief of the 
Foreign Office), with whose encouragement he entered the 
service. Cautious and conservative, given to monarchist and 
nationalist sentiments, Weizsacker rose steadily in the Foreign 
OfHce bureaucracy. By 1938 he had accumulated a number 
of posts to his credit: minister to Norway, minister to Switzer¬ 
land and, finally, director of the Foreign Office’s Political 
Division in Berlin. A confidante of the late Slate Secretary 
Bernhard von Biilow, Weizsacker as state secretary seemed to 
many of his colleagues a highly satisfactory appointment.'" 

Why had Ribbentrop chosen him? The new foreign minister 
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doubtless was fully aware that the post easily could have been 
filled by a “reliable’’ Party official. In his memoirs, written 
ten years later, Weizsiicker refrained from offering any ex¬ 
planation for Ribbentrop’s act, observing only that “Ribben- 
trop probably would not have chanced to select me for the 
post. . . had he known my opinion of his political ideas.”'' But 
another Foreign Office diplomat and friend of Weizsiicker was 
more candid in his own recollections: 

Ribbeiitrop shrank from appointing a high Party functionary [as 
stale secretary J since he feared that, if he did so, a rival might develop. 
For this very reason he viewed with mistrust even the State Secretary 
for (lOrnians Abroad, Ernst Wilhelm Bohle. . . . Thus it did not harm 
Weizsaeker in Ribbentrop’s eyes if he had had trouble with Bohle’s 
organization. . . . (3ne day Ribbentrop asked me what 1 would think 
if he were to appoint Weizsaeker State Secretary. ... 1 replied, “There 
is no better choice, lie will be no simple subordinates, but he has been 
an oflicer and knows how to follow ordc^rs.” Ribbentrop creased his 
forehead in statesmanlike folds. “So—he can obey. Then please ask 
him to have lunch with me today.’ "’ 

The foreign minister made further concessions to the career¬ 
ists. Erich Kordt, whom Biilow had loaned to Ribbentrop as 
a liaison officer in 1933, became chief of the new foreign 
minister’s official secretariat {Biiro Reichsaussenminister, 
usually called Ministerialburo or Biiro RAM), Kordt was 
given wide discretionary powers to select his own subordi¬ 
nates. Ernst Woermann, Ribbenlrop’s discreet and competent 
embassy counselor in London, was appointed director of the 
Political Division, replacing Weizsiicker. Neurath’s six other 
division chiefs and five of their deputies continued in their 

^ in 

posts. 

But aside from these new appointments, no immediate 
changes were in store in the Foreign Office. Key personnel in 
foreign missions remained substantially unaffected. Herbert 
von Dirksen was recalled from Tokyo in this February 
“purge,” but he soon found himself chosen to fill Ribbentrop’s 
place in London; General Eugen Ott, the Tokyo military at- 
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tache and one-time friend of the murdered General Schleicher, 
succeeded him as ambassador to Japan—an appointment cal¬ 
culated by Ribbentrop to please more the military elements 
in Japan than his own Party at home. In Rome, the son-in-law 
of Admiral Tirpitz, the future conspirator Ulrich von Hassell, 
a strong opponent of the flourishing Rome-Berlin Axis, was 
removed in order to assuage the feelings of Mussolini. But in 
his place, a career diplomat, Georg von Mackensen, was sent. 
No other changes occurred. 

The Foreign Office speedily took on the appropriate mani¬ 
festations of National Socialist severity. One day after taking 
over, Ribbcnlrop, in his brusque drill-sergeant fashion which 
was to become more characteristic in future years, assembled 
his oflicials for review in the inner court of the Wilhelmstrasse 
office, and paraded before them with outstretched arm, taking 
their salute in return. New directives flowed from the foreign 
minister’s pen; by command, the black ‘'Republican” frock 
coat, customary ceremonial dress for posl-World War I Ger¬ 
man diplomats, was discarded for more martial garb—a dark- 
blue uniform with gold buttons, arm insignia, oak-leaf clusters 
and dagger, designed by a prominent Berlin tailor under the 
watchful eye of Frau von Ribbentrop. Oflicials of the higher 
grades found this new costume so richly adorned with spun 
silver oak leaves on their lapels that they came to be called, 
among themselves, “men behind foliage” [Menschen hinter 
Bldttern). SA troops mounted guard over Wilhelmstrasse 
buildings. New security regulations were introduced by Rib¬ 
bentrop, who warned that “careless talk and negligence of 
duty in the future would be ruthlessly stamped out by the 
Supreme War Lord.”" 

In the preceding five years, Foreign Office officials as a 
group had not remained entirely aloof from the Nazi Party. 
Even before Ribbentrop’s advent, many of them already had 
applied for and acquired Party membership. As of December 
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1, 1937, under Neurath’s regime, at least a third of the 92 
higher foreign-service officers then stationed in Berlin are 
known to have been admitted. 

Ml‘:MUEltSlIir or IIiGIIEH WlLllELMSTIlAfiSE OlTK’TAEH IN THE NaZI 
J’aRTY as OE J)E(n^MIlEll 1, J 


joiiKM.Ujefore entry into Foreign Office .7 

JoiiiLMl after entry into Foreign Office ... . . . 2G 

I’otal number of Party members.33 

Not Party members. ... 37 

Apiilication for membcrsliip rejected ... .... 1 

No information. 21 

Total.92 


Of Neurath’s eleven chief Wilhelmstrasse officials (as of 
December 1, 1937)—his state secretary, his division chiefs, 
and their respective deputies—at least five had joined the 
Party.' 

This stale of affairs, if continued, was likely to prove em¬ 
barrassing for Ribbentrop. Not enough of his bureaucrats 
were Party members; aside from Gauleiter (and state secre¬ 
tary) Bohle, his hete noire, not one prominent diplomat early 
in 1938 belonged to Himmler’s “Aesthetic considera¬ 
tions” alone were enough to make Ribbentrop sensitive to the 
need for immediate outward evidence of Party spirit in his 
new office, if it were to figure in high state counsels, receive 
the confidence of the Fiihrer, and enhance his own standing in 
tlie Party. 

Ribbentrop began his missionary work. In April, 1938, he 
approached Himmler to request that his two chief career of¬ 
ficials, State Secretary Weizsacker and Division Chief Woer- 
mann, be admitted to the SS. The affair was ticklish; only 
since the previous December had Woermann been a Party 
member, and Weizsacker’s own date of admission was April 
1, 1938. Outside of their official line of duty, neither had been 
markedly active for the Party, and the bestowal of high SS 
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rank upon such “iiiaclivists” was somewhat irregular. Yet 
the central headquarters of the 55 quickly granted the foreign 
minister’s request. On April 13, 1938, a Himmler adjutant 
dispatched an interoffice memorandum to SS-Obersturmfiihrer 
Tiefenbacher: 

Dear Tipferl! 

Please telephone SS-HauptslurrnfUhrer Spitzy and tell him he may 
notify SS-Gruppenfiihrer von Rihbentrop that the RcichsjiihreT-SS is 
in agreement wdth his proj)osals eoneerning Weizsiicker and Woer- 
mann. Weizsiicker will be accepted in the SS as SS-Oberjilhrer and 
Woermann as SS-Suindartenfiihrer on 20 April. ... 

Heil Hitler! 

Yours, Rudi" 

Ribbentrop’s gratitude for this “expeditious settlement” was 
transmitted next day to the 55 personnel office.'" 

Woermann’s testimony at the Wilhclmstrasse trial, ten years 
later, sheds light upon these events: 

A. In October, 1937, Ribbentrop [then still ambassador in London] 
asked me why 1 wasn’t joining the Party. 1 said nobody had asked me 
to, so he said that nobody was ever asked to join the Party. The next 
day, the Landes^ruppenleitcr [of the AO\ appeared and asked me 
whether I would join the Party, and so 1 did. 

Q. So you joined the Party. Did that make you a convinced Nazi? 

A. No. Sometimes I tried very hard to become one, but I didn’t 
succeed, especially after I got to know Ribbentrop better, and then 
the doubts which I had before were confirmed. 

Concerning liis entry into the 55, Woermann continued: 

I was still in London after Ribbentrop became Foreign Minister, 
and one day I was called by Brueggelmeier, who has been mentioned 
here several times, in the Minister’s o/fice. He told me the Minister 
would like me to get this well-known uniform, and was I prepared to 
do so. I asked him what he meant, and he said, “the black uniform.” 
I asked what this was all about, and he said that Herr von Weizsaecker 
and, in fact, a large number of officials . . . had been asked to take the 
same step, and so 1 said I would."‘“ 
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Woerniann’s testimony here is not exactly correct, for, as a 
matter of fact, only he and Weizsiicker, of the higher career 
oflicials, had been lapped for this singular honor. In fact, it 
would appear that there were distinct limits to Ribbentrop’s 
eagerness to establish close affiliations between his diplomats 
and the SS. He intervened for these two men, and for several 
of his minor adjutants attached to his personal staff. But no 
other prominent career official received like attention. 

Undeniable advantages lay in incorporating a small num¬ 
ber of conservative career officials into Himmler’s dreaded SS. 
Henceforth, at Party conclaves and other such ceremonies, 
there could be an “outward and physical sign” of what might 
pass for an “inner and spiritual” devotion to the Party which, 
after all, had been somewhat lacking in Neurath’s lime, and 
future evidence of which might help silence some of the more 
strident Party criticism of the diplomats’ “cojiscrvalism” and 
“passivity.”"' Further, the nominal attachment of Weizsacker 
and Woermann to Himmler’s SS Central Headquarters would 
give useful Party rank to Wilhelmslrasse spokesmen in their 
future dealings with Party agencies. The link between the 
Foreign Office and the powerful Himmler apparatus was 
forged, albeit discreetly, by the foreign minister himself. 

The spring and summer of 1938 would have proved to be 
trying seasons for Ribbentrop to engage in any major over¬ 
hauling of his service, had he so desired. With February and 
the Austrian Anschluss, the tempo of Germany’s diplomatic 
activity had measurably quickened, and little opportunity was 
left for such administrative enterprises. If, at this crucial mo¬ 
ment, Ribbentrop had allowed his attention to be diverted 
from such matters, the “great lines” of Hitler’s foreign policy 
might easily have slipped through his fingers, leaving both 
him and the Wilhelmstrasse diplomats as sideline spectators."" 

To his consternation, the new foreign minister had found 
himself in just such a situation on March 12, 1938. For, when 
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Hitler’s Anschluss of Austria was carried out, Ribbentrop was 
far from the center of the stage, in London, taking leave of his 
ambassadorship. The Austrian affair was in the hands of Hit¬ 
ler, Goring, Papen, and the infamous Seyss-Inquart. Neurath, 
in Berlin, once more was temporarily in charge of the Foreign 
Office during Ribbentrop’s absence; and it was while Ribben¬ 
trop was lunching with the British Prime Minister and White¬ 
hall officials that word came through the British Foreign Office 
of the entry of German troops into Austria. 

Winston Churchill has recalled that Ribbentrop, outwardly 
untroubled, dallied over his lunch, engaging in light conver¬ 
sation, delaying the departure of Chamberlain and Cadogan 
who, evidently excited, wished to return to their offices. 
Churchill interpreted this as a stalling device, which might be 
true;but Ribbentrop himself was equally taken aback by the 
news, if privately and for different reasons. Until then, his 
own role in the whole Austrian affair had been negligible. And 
now, as foreign minister, he was left out of this triumphant 
event, Ribbentrop’s “signature” was to be affixed, next day, 
upon the Law for the Reunion of Austria and Germany, signed 
at Linz; but this was a mere formality, because he was still in 
London at the time.' 

As a matter of fact, no top-level Foreign Office official was 
present at Linz on this “historic” occasion. Once more, in char¬ 
acteristic fashion. Hitler had acted without consulting his 
foreign minister. On March 16, acting State Secretary Mack- 
ensen in Berlin directed the following memorandum to Lega¬ 
tion Counselor Clodius of the Foreign Office Economic Affairs 
Division, through Division Chief Wiehl: 

The Foreign Minister asked Herr von Weizsaeckcr in Vienna, 
whether and in what form the Foreign Office participated in bringing 
about the Law for the Reunion of Austria and the Reich, which had 
been countersigned by the Foreign Minister. Herr von Weizsaecker 
replied that nothing was known to him of any participation of the 
Foreign Office. The Foreign Minister then spoke to the Minister of 
the Interior [Frick] about the matter and expressed his regret that 
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liis Department had not been consulted. Rcichsminister Frick replied 
theit this view did not correspond to the truth, that on the contrary, 
the Foreign Ministry had participated, Counselor of Legation Clodius 
[laving taken part in the conversations in Linz. 

To Miiiisterialdirektor Wiehl with the request that, in the name of 
lh(“ Foreign Minister, he ask Counselor of Legation Clodius for a 
written stalernent as to whetlicr and by virtue of what order he was in 
lanz and took part in the conversations.''^ 

Clodius’s memorandum in reply noted that bis participation 
liad been largely at bis own initiative, approved by tbe state 
secretary; while at Linz be bad played but a minor role. 
“There could be no doubt,” he wrote, . . that it was merely 
a matter of niy personal opinion in this question and that I 
was certainly not acting under orders from the Foreign Min- 
istry. 

These humiliating developments of March, 1938, the for¬ 
eign minister resolved never to have repeated. A past master 
at back-door diplomacy, Ribbentrop now was to turn violently 
upon his unofficial competitors in an attempt to reassert the 
“competence” of the Foreign Office. In this struggle, Ribben- 
Irop could make a strange alliance with his career diplomats. 
"They as well as he stood to lose much if matters were torn from 
the hands of the F'oreign Office. Ribbentrop the gamekeeper, 
as Dirksen had predicted, proved a far different person from 
Ribbentrop the poacher. Weizsiicker, writing in his memoirs 
in 1949, bore witness to the vigor with which his superior, now 
Foreign Minister, took up the shotgun in defense of his new 
preserve: “As vigorously as Ribbentrop the unofficial collabo¬ 
rator of Hitler once had shoved aside the Foreign Office, Rib¬ 
bentrop now defended his competence against all influences 
of irregular foreign policy advisers.”” 

Ribbentrop’s energetic zeal was now directed against 
Bohle’s AO^ Goebbels’s Propaganda Ministry, Himmler’s 
police apparatus, Hess’s Party Chancellery, and Rosenberg’s 
minuscule APA, The more dramatic consequences and circum- 
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THE MOBILIZATION OF DIPLOMACY 

slanccb of this fascinating jurisdictional squabble must await 
liilcr treatment. In 1938, as the foreign minister prepared to 
(leal with these competitors, organizational changes began to 
germinale in the Wilhelmstrasse, which gradually, and then 
wilh great swiftness, were to change measurably its character 
and role within the Third Reich. 

Under Nein'ath’s more or less complacent regime, the Wil- 
hclmstrasse and its establishments abroad had not shared in 
the generally vast bureaucratic expansion enjoyed by most 
other ministries of the Third Reich. Budgetwise, Nazi Ger¬ 
many’s outlay for its diplomacy had been extraordinarily 
modest. Among the twelve chief Reich ministries in 1934, the 
Foreign Office took tenth place in its expenditures, absoj bing 
af)proximately RM 42,800,000, or about .5 per cent of tlie 
total Reich fiscal outlay in that year. (The Propaganda and 
Jnsti('e ministries had spent less.) Four years later, in 1937, 
immediately before Ribbentrop took over, diplomacy liad be¬ 
come the Third Reich’s least expensive ministerial commodity, 
costing annually only RM 49,400,000 and absorbing less than 
.3 per cent of the German government’s total (expenditures. 
The Propaganda Ministry, since 1934, had tripled its expendi¬ 
tures, the Interior Ministry requirements were 27 times their 
1934 levels. But during the same period Neiirath’s expendi¬ 
tures had increased less than RM 7,000,000, or about 15 per 
cent. 

This budgetary passivity was as much a reflection of the 
cautious personnel policies employed by Neurath, as it was a 
barometer of Hitler’s faith in traditional means of diplomacy. 
The dimensions of the Foreign Office had remained relatively 
unchanged. As a matter of fact, when Neurath had earlier 
dissolved the regional (Lander) groupings and restored the 
Foreign Office to its pre-World War I form (involving restor¬ 
ation of the old Political Division as the central core of the 
Wilhelmstrasse), considerable economies of personnel had 
doubtless been achieved. 
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During the first half of 1938 the lines of Ribbentrop’s long- 
range personnel plans emerged—indistinctly at first, but later 
with considerable clarity. With a green light from the Reich 
Finance Ministry, the Foreign Office’s 1938 expenses rose 
al)oiit RM 9,000,000, or 18 per cent, over their 1937 levels 
(and, in 1939, were to go still higher—an additional RM 
23,000,000, an increase in one year of almost 40 per cent). 
Within the scope of these additional allowances, considerable 
changes were made possible. 

Evidence of such plans appeared first in the Wilhclm- 
strasse’s Personnel, Press, and Cultural divisions. 

Division Chief Curt Priifer, the career head of the Per¬ 
sonnel Division, survived only the first months of Ribbentrop’s 
tenure and was transferred, late in 1938, as ambassador to 
Brazil." As his successor, Ribbentrop appointed his first Nazi 
division chief, Hermann Kriebel. This official, an “old China 
hand” and for many years consul general in Shanghai, had, 
for a careerist, a long and active Party affiliation; he had 
joined the Party in 1928, and carried the SA rank of Ober- 
gruppenfiihrer. 

Under Kriebel’s brief tenure," two other key positions in 
the Personnel Division went to active Nazis. HaJis Schroeder, 
before 1935 a minor consular official, a Party member since 
March, 1933, and former Landesgruppenleiter of the AO 
in Cairo (1934—1936) became deputy director."" Besides 
Schroder, however, a new and more ominous figure now 
entered the Personnel Division: Heinz Bertling. This former 
Freikorps officer and now SS Sturmbarmfiihrer was loaned, on 
February 8, by Himmler to Ribbentrop, and attached to a new 
section of the division. 

With this latter appointment, it was the foreign minister’s 
intention to breed, within the foreign service, a younger group 
of activist officials, a “Ribbentrop generation,” which ulti¬ 
mately would supplant those career officials upon whom he 
now, uncomfortably, depended. The diplomats of tomorrow 



the mobilization of diplomacy 


71 


were to have little in common with those of yesterday. Plans 
for a new Foreign Office Training School (Nachwuchshaus des 
Aiiswdrtigen Amtes) were drawn up by an old Party terrorist 
and wheel horse, Freiherr Manfred von Killinger. A house on 
Von der Hcydl-Strasse in Berlin was purchased and refur¬ 
bished to accommodate it."^ Here, selected physical specimens 
from the Hitler Youth and other affiliated agencies would 
receive training in the arts of fencing, horseback-riding, box¬ 
ing, and foreign languages. In Killinger’s plan, an early- 
morning program of sports and political indoclrinalion would 
be followed by a parade of these new diplomats to the Wil- 
belrnstrasse, where from 9:15 A.M. until 1:00 p.m. they would 
cm])loy themselves variously in the anterooms of leading of¬ 
ficials." The traditional but now antiquated university training 
of diplomats would be a thing of the past; and, as it went, so 
would the “academic bureaucracy” in the Foreign Office itself. 
On February 8, 1939, this training school was placed under 
the command of SS-Sturmhannfiihrer Bertling." 

Ribbenlrop’s creatures at this time were also installed in 
Ollier corners of the Wilbelmstrasse—the so-called Referat 
Deutschland, the Cultural and Press divisions, and Ribbcn- 
Irop’s own Biiro RAM. The events in Referat Deutschland and 
the Press Division are discussed in the following sections. 
(The Biiro RAM is taken up in the next chapter.) 

The strange fortunes of Vicco von Biilow-Schwante (the 
young career foreign service diplomat who was cashiered in 
1919 because of professional misconduct) serve to illustrate 
the gradual transformation of the Foreign Office’s relations 
with internal Reich and Party agencies in the mid-thirties. 
Biilow-Schwante after a lengthy and humiliating absence from 
the foreign service, found favor with the new regime, and was 
appointed protocol chief of the Foreign Office in 1933. His 
enjoyment of close relations with a few high Party function¬ 
aries, with Ribbentrop himself, and his familial relationship 
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to Neurath’s Slate Secretary Bernhard von Biilow, coupled 
with his j)olished personality, proved rewarding assets for all 
concerned. In this post he remained until the spring of 1938 
when, accompanying Hitler on a state visit to Rome, he com- 
mitled a piotocol error which prompted his reassignment to 
Brussels as German minister.'" 

Added to the strenuous duties of protocol chief, Biilow- 
Schwante held another less publicized Foreign Office post. As 
head of the Referat Deutschland, he acted as liaison between 
the Foreign Office and Party agencies within the Reich. Such 
ticklish diplomatic problems as arose in eonseffiience of Party 
persecution of Jews, the dissemination of Party propaganda 
through German missions abroad, and collaboration with the 
Gestapo and Himmler intelligence services, were within his 
domain. A small agency, Referat Deutschland in 1938 con¬ 
sisted of Biilow-Schwanle, one senior legation counselor, and 
three minor officials. However, despite its modest staff, this 
agency was not a wholly passive clearing-house. The zealous 
efforts of Billow’s deputy, Dr. Emil Schumberg, from 1935 
onward, to press upon Foreign Office and Gestapo officials 
j)lans for a new “police order” in Europe met with some lim¬ 
ited success. Under the auspices of Referat Deutschland, 
guided tours were arranged for impressionable visiting police 
chiefs from the Balkans through such unique institutions as 
Dachau and Sachsenhaiisen. Secret technical agreements were 
concluded, through it, between the Gestapo and the police 
of Italy, Yugoslavia, and Finland. Schumberg assiduously 
pressed for an elaborate anti-Soviet political-police organiza¬ 
tion of European states, “under German leadership,” so that 
Berlin mighi become “the center of a police defense alliance 
[Alnvehrfront^ of civilized European states against political 
criminality,” particularly since such an arrangement would 
lend credence to Germany’s claim that Europe was being “pro¬ 
tected against Bolshevism by National Socialism.”"" 

Biilow-Schwante’s removal as chief of Referat Deutschland, 
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liowever, was the removal of a man who was closely related to 
the traditional conservative leadership of the Foreign Office. 
As protocol chief he was succeeded by an affable, hearty for¬ 
mer legation secretary, Freiherr von Dbrnberg, a close per¬ 
sonal friend of the new foreign minister. But in filling Biilow- 
Schwante’s vacated post as chief of Referat Deutschland, Rib- 
benlrop reached outside of the regular career service, to em- 
t>loy a certain ominous acquaintance, an unscrupulous man 
with an imposing jiame: Martin Luther. Luther was to give 
new intensity and direction to the work of the office wdiich he 
inherited. 

An obscure tradesman from Berlin-Zehlendorf, l.uther had 
drifted into the Ribl)e!nlrops’ circle of neighborhood acquaint¬ 
ances in the early ’thirties. Outside of his business hours at 
that time, Luther had occupied various minor local govern- 
TTienlal and Party positions chiefly concerned with the collec¬ 
tion of money; as local chief of the Party’s relief organization 
(NSV IJiljskasse), he had paid periodic visits to the Ribben- 
trops" home to solicit contributions. In this capacity he had 
first come into contact with Frau Ribbentrop. Through her, he 
developed a friendship wliich was to prove most fruitful. At 
first, Luther, a jack-of-all-trades, was entrusted with the re¬ 
decoration of the Dahlern villa, then, with the enlargement of 
the Ribbentrops’ private stables. In 1936, when Ribbentrop 
went as ambassador to London, Luther accompanied him, to 
assist in the remodeling of the Carleton House Terrace em¬ 
bassy building. ” 

Luther had an untiring zeal for work and a facility for 
making himself indispensable. When Ribbentrop became 
foreign minister, Luther acted, unofficially, as Ribbentrop’s 
private expert on Party matters in the Dienststelle Ribbentrop 
(which still remained organizationally separate from the 
Foreign Office); and when Raumcr resigned, Luther moved 
in to take his place, as chief Referent of the Dienststelle. 

The task of transferring Martin Luther from the Dienststelle 
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into the regular Foreign Office, however, was beset with ob¬ 
stacles. Priifer’s Personnel Division raised strong objections.^' 
Hut Party difficulties were far more important. Luther, it ap¬ 
pears, had recently been indicted on charges of embezzlement 
in connection with his Party work in Zehlendorf; a trial was 
j)ending before a Party court in Berlin. Had this resulted in 
Luther’s expulsion from the Party, it would have been legally 
impossible for him to enter the Reich civil service. Ribbentrop 
thus undertook to divert the course of justice; he intervened 
with Martin Bormann, the deputy of Rudolf Hess, to have the 
case speedily and favorably terminated. On August 23, 1938, 
Bormann wrote to the Supreme Party Court in Munich: “Legal 
proceedings are pending before District Court 2 against Party 
Member Luther (No. 1010333). I am particularly interested 
in seeing that this trial is carried through most speedily, since 
the future employment of Party Member Luther must imme¬ 
diately be decided upon. At present the trial has been post¬ 
poned until mid-September 1938 due to the delay in preparing 
the case [wegen voriibergehender Verhinderung des Sack- 
bearbeiters]. If necessary, there is always the possibility of 
entrusting the case to another judge on the Parly District 
Court.” ' The trial was called off several weeks later. ' 

Shortly after the Sudeten crisis, Luther, now absolved of his 
sin, entered the Foreign Office as senior legation counselor. 
For a brief period he acted as chief of the new Referat Partei. 
Here he handled much of Biilow-Schwante’s former busi¬ 
ness—liaison with Party agencies (other than the AO and the 
55), participation of Foreign Office officials and foreign dig¬ 
nitaries at Niirnberg rallies, and visits abroad by prominent 
Party and state dignitaries. Temporarily, the more complex 
activities of Referat Deutschland, such as Jewish questions, 
anti-Comintern affairs, international police and emigre mat¬ 
ters, remained in the more experienced hands of Geheimrat 
Hinrichs, Biilow-Schwante’s subordinate.^' 



the mobilization of diplomacy 


75 


The second area of the Wilhelmstrasse where Ribbentrop 
installed his own friends in 1938 was the Foreign Office’s Press 
Division. Here, too, a career man was replaced by another 
Ribbentrop favorite and “activist,” as the foreign minister 
sought to gear his ministry into the rapidly developing schemes 
of the Fiihrer. 

In the early days of Nazi Germany, Ambassador Asch- 
manii’s Press Division of the Foreign Office had quickly 
slipped into obscurity. Its once reputable voice—in Weimar 
(lays—as the chief spokesman for Reich governmental agen¬ 
cies to foreign news correspondents, long since had been 
drowned out by the strident tones of Gocbbels’s Propaganda 
Ministry, where more imaginative minds had undertaken to 
embellish and purvey domestic news to the outside world. 

In May, 1933, Goebbels, flushed with success, had pressed 
Hiller to abolish Neuratfi’s press agency and to merge its rem¬ 
nants with his own newly established Propaganda Ministry, 
as its Foreign Section. Neurath had opposeid this proposal with 
unaccustomed vigor. At a ministerial conference on May 24 of 
that year, he insisted that the Foreign Office required an 
agency to collect and disseminate news from abroad, to main¬ 
tain contact with foreign press representatives in Berlin, and 
to assist the political offices of the Wilhelmstrasse in their 
work. Faced by Neuralh’s adamant attitude, Hitler had com¬ 
promised: the foreign press activities of both Goebbels and 
Neurath, he decreed, henceforth would coexist. ‘'Promt ^ (as 
the Propaganda Ministry was known) would handle the 
“aggressive” aspects of foreign propaganda (as, for example, 
the combating of “atrocity stories” abroad). The Foreign 
Office would continue respectably to embellish and publicize 
“official” government policy—it would “restrict itself to its 
traditional activities.”"" 

Like most compromises between aggressive, expansive 
agencies and antiquated ones, the agreement at best merely 
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retarded logical developments. On June 30, 1933, a Hitler 
decree sheared off from the Foreign Office the tasks of con¬ 
trolling news services and “enlightenment” in foreign coun¬ 
tries; art; art exhibitions; moving pictures and sports, and 
bestowed them upon Goebbels’s young and hungry ministry. 
The Foreign Office’s authoritative daily press conference con¬ 
tinued to drone on under the direction of a senior official, but 
the focus of journalistic interest in Berlin shifted to the halls 
of the Propaganda Minislry. Press attaches in missions abroad 
were also placed under the control of Goebbels. 

Now Ribbentrop, harboring the ambition of becoming the 
peer of Goebbels in the arls of propaganda, soon found these 
circumstances intolerable. Dependence upon the Propaganda 
Ministry for publishing and extrapolating upon his oral ema¬ 
nations and diplomatic triumphs was not long to be continued. 
He soon found pretext for launching an administrative attack. 
During tlie Sudeten crisis, the Foreign Minister complained of 
the inadequacy of foreign press analyses supplied him by his 
own Press Division. Division Chief Aschmann was summoned 
to Munich and ordered to create immediately a new news- 
analysis agency {Nachrichtenbeschaffungsapparat), A young 
“activist” propaganda expert, Paul Karl Schmidt (not to be 
confused with Paul Otto Schmidt, Hitler’s interpreler and, 
later, chief of Ribbeiitrop’s Biiro RAM ), was appointed to take 
charge of it. 

At the age of 27, Schmidt became the Foreign Office’s 
youngest senior legation counselor. A former Nazi party 
worker and student agitator, he, as Luther before him, entered 
the Foreign Office via the Dienststelle Ribbentrop. Now, as 
Aschmann’s deputy, he was groomed to replace his non-Nazi 
superior and to wage battle against the Foreign Ministry. In 
1939, the long-time chief of the Press Division relinquished 
his post to Schmidt. An amiable old school friend of Ribben¬ 
trop, Rudolf Likus, likewise with no previous diplomatic ex- 
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perience, emerged as special consultant on propaganda mat¬ 
ters. Schmidt’s Press Division swelled to great proportions. 
Hy 1941, it was composed of 14 sections, including area desks 
and functional agencies which directly competed with the 
Propaganda Ministry’s agencies. 

Open conflict, according to Erich Kordt, broke out between 
the two ministries in the summer of 1939. During Ribbcn- 
Irop’s absence from Berlin, the Propaganda Ministry evicted 
by force Ribbenlrop’s Radio Section officers in Berlin-Charlot- 
lenburg, and blockaded the personnel after some of Ribben- 
trop\s orderlies had “retaken” the Radio premises. On orders 
IVorn Goebbcls, electric and telephonic wires were cut off fi om 
the Imilding."’ The eiisSuing tempest in a teapot, involving the 
two ministers, was brought to Hitler’s direct attention. In Sep¬ 
tember, yielding to Ribbenlrop’s importunings, the Fiihrer 
jironiulgated an arbitral award delineating the frontiers be¬ 
tween the satrapies of Goebbcls and Ribbentrop. The decree 
was a substantial defeat for Goebbels. Henceforth, the foreign 
minister was authorized to make known his “wishes and in¬ 
structions” to Goebbels and to appoint liaison officers within 
the Propaganda Ministry. For his part, Goebbels was ordered 
to accept and duly broadcast or publish the written outpour¬ 
ings of Ribbentrop’s inventive mind. “Once and for all,” Hit¬ 
ler’s ukase concluded, “I forbid differences of opinion to be 
brought to my attention without both gentlemen reporting to 
me about them together.”’^ 


THE NADIR OF NEUTRALITY 

Between 1933 and 1937 certain legal changes were wrought 
in the structure of the Third Reich, which affected the German 
civil service in general, and the foreign service in particular. 
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After World War II some former German diplomats urged 
that their profession, while subordinated to the Hitler regime, 
bore no integral connection wilh National Socialism; that the 
diplomatic service served more permanent national interests 
than those of the Third Reich. Thus, Foreign Office State Sec¬ 
retary Ernst von Weizsiicker sought to draw a distinction be¬ 
tween service of the German nation and of the Hiller regime: 
“As a civil servant, one does not serve a constitution, but the 
Fatherland. One serves whichever government and constitu¬ 
tion is given the country by the people.” " In similar vein, Paul 
Otto Schmidt wrote in his memoirs: “Governments came 
and went, foreign ministers changed, l)Ut for German diplo¬ 
matists such events signified no change in their fundamental 
task; to represent the Reich abroad.” ' 

The German foreign service, as an integral part of the Reich 
civil service, was subject to uniform Reich law which took, 
in the main, the form of the civil-service law of 1873 and of 
its subsequent modifications and amendments. 

Under the Weimar Republic no radical changes took place 
in the statutory basis of the German civil service. The basic 
legislation which the Weimar Republic inherited from Im¬ 
perial Germany laid great stress upon the career principle of 
public service. It spelled out, in considerable detail, principles 
governing the selection, promotion, retirement, discipline, and 
dismissal of all career public servants. The principle of pa¬ 
tronage, the proffering of public administrative offices as 
reward for political service, was alien to this system. 

The fact that the old Imperial laws governing the civil serv¬ 
ice were carried over into the Republican era made it virtually 
impossible for the parties of the Republic—the Social Demo¬ 
crats, Democrats, and Catholic Center—to develop a genu¬ 
inely Republican civil service. The fact that the coalition of 
these three parties, which was formed in 1919-1920, failed 
thereafter to retain or regain a durable working majority in 
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the Reichstag, made it impossible for a militant reform of the 
civil service to be achieved. The civil servants of Imperial 
Germany were carried over into the new era; existing civil- 
service laws made it impossible to remove them except by 
action taken by disciplinary courts composed of other civil 
servants and judges of equal or of higher rank than the official 
being tried. Dismissals from service were rare. Similarly, 
civil-service laws which required that a civil servant, in the 
event of his removal from one post, be transferred to another 
post of equal or of higher rank, made it virtually impossible 
to remove lop officials from top posts in their ministries, since 
there were usually few posts of equal rank outside."’ 

Thus, the Weimar Republic’s federal civil service pre¬ 
ponderantly was drawn from the ancien regime, A certain 
leeway for political rt^form was made possible by the fact 
that specific top ministerial posts—that is, those of state sec¬ 
retary, undersecretary, and division chiefs—were regarded 
legally as ‘Apolitical” posts, the incumbents of which were not 
to receive the same civil-service protection which accrued to 
holders of lower ministerial positions; they could be removed 
without cause by their political superiors. The efforts of the 
Left and Center parties of the Weimar Republic to fill such 
positions with “outsiders,”—noncareer officials—thus were 
all loo frequently denounced by Rightist parties; the charge of 
violating principles of civil-service “neutrality,” was raised 
against them. In the German Foreign Office, efforts to reform 
the service through the appointment of such “outsiders” 
proved, as we have seen, a total failure. By 1926, all such 
“political” posts were in the hands of career civil servants 
anyway, and only a few ambassadorial posts abroad were held 
by noncareerists. 

The legal basis of the German civil service was somewhat 
changed only a few months after the Nazi seizure of power. 
The Law for the Reestablishment of the Professional Civil 
Service, of April 7, 1933, and a supplemental law of July 20, 
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1933, set new criteria under which officials could be removed 
or retired from service.' According to these laws, officials 
could l)e discharged or retired who (1) since 1918 had at¬ 
tained the legal status of officials [Beamten ) without conform¬ 
ing to prescribed ministerial rules of entry; (2) were of 
“non-Aryan” descent; (3) had been members of the Com¬ 
munist Party; (4) after the Nazis had come to power, had 
l)cen active as “Marxists,” that is, as Comnumists or Social 
Democrats. 

While these decrees established new norms for the removal 
of officials, they contained reservations providing wide dis¬ 
cretionary interpretation by the various Reich ministries. 
Thus, for example, the mandatory “non-Aryan” removal 
clause did not apply to veterans of Woj ld War I, to officials 
who had entered service before August, 1914, and to ollicials 
fortunate enough to obtain special dispensation from the 
Reich minister of the interior. Furthermore, mandatory dis¬ 
charge of officials witJi prior Communist affiliations did not 
apply to those who, before January 30, 1933, had joined a 
“party or organization” which supported the “government of 
national revolution.” Neither law seriously affected the basic 
career principle, nor changed the principle of decentralized 
(that is, ministerial) autonomy in personnel selection and 
promotion. 

l^ater decrees, however, did do so. On September 24, 1935, 
a Hitler decree prescribed the active participation of the dep¬ 
uty to the Fiihrer (Rudolf Hess) in the appointment of such 
higher officials as by law were appointed by the Fiihrer and 
chancellor himself, namely, officials within or above the salary 
group A 2 c. Henceforth, the Party Brown House possessed a 
veto power over the selection and promotion of ministerial 
officials. 

These early laws represented but a transitional stage in the 
development of Nazi civil-service policy. They were chiefly 
designed to speed up an initial purge of overtly hostile anti- 
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Nazi elements; to let down barriers to deserving Party func¬ 
tionaries; and, finally, to subdue latent “disloyal” elements.'* 

Many higher German foreign-service officials, as late as 
1937, still considered their official status within the govern¬ 
ment of the Third Reich “nonpolitical.” But such a view cor¬ 
responded neither with their real earlier status in Imperial 
Germany nor the Weimar Republic, and it did not, in 1937, 
correspond with their status in the National Socialist state. 
We must momentarily digress and explore this myth of “non- 
political” status as it relates to the problem of a state 
bureaucracy. 

It is important to distinguish between the formal, legal 
notion of “neutrality” for a civil service (a notion indis- 
pensable to the idea of a rationally organized state bureau¬ 
cracy) and the very real value content which the notion of 
“neutrality” implies in a “political” sense. Policy predispo¬ 
sitions are a characteristic of any relatively homogeneous and 
lightly organized bureaucracy. It is, for example, customary 
for the officialdom of policy-making state agencies to couch 
its stated policy preferences in a frame of reference of a 
“national interest.” Indeed, the task laid upon policy-making 
and executing agencies of assessing claims and aspirations of 
conflicting groups makes it imperative that some such theo¬ 
retical standard exist. So far as externally formulated, objec¬ 
tive, and rigidly defined rules or regulations circumscribe 
bureaucratic discretionary powers of decision making, we 
may say that die concept of formal neutrality is indispensable. 
The official’s decisions must be made sine ira ac studio, dis¬ 
interestedly, dispassionately, and in accordance with objective 
rules. However, when such rules or regulations (or policy 
decisions) are made within the bureaucracy itself or are sub¬ 
ject to wide discretionary interpretation by its officials, the 
question of the political predispositions of the bureaucrat 
becomes of crucial significance. It is naive to conceive of an 
ideally “rationalized” bureaucratic machine—bloodless, de- 
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humanized, its personnel wholly divested of ideological bias; 
nor may we realistically imagine such a service which neglects 
to develop, within its own ranks, an asscrtedly autonomous 
esprit de corps, an ideological focus of loyalty. 

The invocation of a “domestically-disinterested national in¬ 
terest,” transcending particularistic aspirations of organized 
power groups within a society, is customarily associated with 
the concept of administrative or bureaucratic “neutrality,” 
and presupposes a higher level of reality where policy de¬ 
cisions are made, and a frame of reference which is wider 
than particularistic groups can command, precisely because 
they are particular. The policy maker may rationalize the act 
of administratively vetoing particularistic claims, or the act 
of advocating others, in the field of foreign policy, by invok¬ 
ing “higher” claims of national security, national economic 
welfare, national territorial aspirations, and so forth. The 
fact that such an act of vetoing—as, for example, an adminis¬ 
trative decision denying certain domestic producers more 
elTeclive governmental protection against foreign competi¬ 
tion—actually may benefit other sectors of the population 
(as, in our example, consumers and importing firms) does not 
in itself rule out the possibility that other, assertedly trans¬ 
cendent, considerations entered the mind of the bureaucrat 
in making his decision. Such “transcendent” considerations' 
may prove decisive—diplomatic relations with certain impor¬ 
tant exporting countries; considerations of international eco¬ 
nomic stability, and so on."" We may thus admit that the 
bureaucrat, by invoking the concept of a “national interest,” 
is justified in so doing, because his strategic position in the 
decision-making process, and his statutory authority, requires 
him to balance and weigh frequently incompatible claims; 
requires him, as it were, to operate on a higher, or at least 
qualitatively different, level of reality. 

If, then, we may grant that the idea of a “national interest” 
is, at least, a professional tool which the higher civil servant 
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finds indispensable for making decisions, we must still beware 
of certain pitfalls which now beset us. How “disinterested,” 
under any circumstances, can a higher official be? Institution¬ 
alized political biases within a bureaucracy itself frequently 
make it exceedingly difficult to distinguish between a concept 
of national interest closely linked to the particular interests 
of that bureaucracy itself (for instance, the theories of sea 
power and national interest elaborated by Captain Mahan, or 
Admiral von Tirpitz, and the American, or German, naval 
bureaucracy before World War I), and a concept of national 
interest to which such institutional interests may be relatively 
disinterested. Bureaucratic institutions may become suffi¬ 
ciently wedded to the sponsorship or perpetuation of specific 
substantive policies (for example, a “navy second to none”) 
that they themselves may become deeply involved in the do¬ 
mestic pluralistic struggles which they may claim to transcend. 
Institutional attitudes or predispositions may persist as de¬ 
cisive elements in bureaucratic policy making, long after the 
original impetus to their formation has disappeared. Armies— 
bureaucracies of violence—normally will be disposed to jus¬ 
tify their continued existence or enlargement, regardless of 
whether an objective need for their mainlenance is demon- 
stralde. Likewise, to our present point, spokesmen for diplo¬ 
matic bureaucracies have been known to put forward claims 
to the perpetuation or the adoption of substantive policies, for 
the purpose of augmenting, or at least maintaining, their own 
power, influence, or establishment. The existence of a deep- 
rooted esprit de corps within bureaucratic establishments may, 
therefore, be closely tied to the espousal of specific substantive 
policies—regardless of their objective merits. 

We would err, however, in asserting arbitrarily that such 
attitudes are exclusively, or even primarily, attributable to 
the unique nature of a bureaucracy itself. A powerless bureau¬ 
cracy, dominated by external forces, may accept specific pol¬ 
icies imposed upon it (and concerning which it might have 
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the gravest reservations) merely as a condition of its own 
survival. The policy predispositions of higher officials in a 
hiireaucracy may be decisively affected by the fact that they 
share values with other important strata of society. A bureau¬ 
cracy lacking a minimal degree of social homogeneity in its 
personnel, or wanting any long-established vested interests, 
may prove an extremely tractible instrument in the hands of 
a powerful “political” leadership superimposed upon it. 

But we should bear in mind, when analyzing the claim of 
political “neutrality” advanced by higher officials of the Ger¬ 
man civil service, and, particularly, of the German Foreign 
Office, that the notion of formal neutrality served frerjiienlly to 
disguise real political predispositions; that, objectively, this 
claim served as a device for conserving political power for 
the Foreign Office and provided a rationale for its policy 
preferences and autonomous aspirations. The National Social¬ 
ist Party, in Gleichschallung and legal reorganization of the 
German civil service, sought to destroy, once and for all, the 
myth that the traditional carriers of slate power were non¬ 
political and “neutral”; and that the Party sought to reshape 
the civil service as a whole into a legal and ideological frame¬ 
work which accorded the Nazis the monopoly of determining 
what the “national interest” was to be. 

This new ideology, in the early days of the Nazi regime, 
attacked the “nonpolitical” myth of the German civil service 
from two points: first, it proclaimed the political unity of the 
state, the Party, and the people; second, it assigned to the 
Party the “leadership,” or “political-dynamic” role in society, 
and to the state (and, specifically, to the civil service) a mere 
politically static expression of this leadership. This theory, 
as developed by the Nazi legal philosopher, Carl Schmitt,'^ 
requires a brief description here, because it found ultimate 
expression in the German civil-service law of 1937, and be¬ 
cause it marked a sharp break with the legal tradition and 
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with the previously hostile attitude evidenced by the Nazi 
Party leadership toward the bureaucracy of earlier days. 

To Schmitt, the National Socialist system had reconciled the 
antagonisms between slate bureaucracy, the extra-state polit¬ 
ical organizations (parties) and the German people which, 
he asserted, had existed in the ‘‘pluralistic” party system and 
society of the Weimar Republic. 

Before 1919, Schmitt declared, the Hegelian view of the 
state as the “realm of objective reason” required that the 
Prussian, and, later, the Imperial German ollicialdom be much 
more than a passive, neutral apparatus. In theory, this official¬ 
dom had been an independent power in the state. This Hegelian 
ideal, to Schmitt, had been partially realized in nineteenth- 
century Prussia and Germany; here, the dominant Prussian 
officialdom had developed, in its internal credo, the belief 
that the state, manned by trained and incorruptible officials, 
slood “above” burgeois society and was, hence, able to serve 
tlie totality of the nation’s interests. 

But this theory required that the German bureaucracy be 
not merely an efficient, smoothly functioning machine, but, 
far more important, the caste of political leadership (politisch 
fuhrendc Schicht). In this respect, said Schmitt, the official¬ 
dom had failed. Instead of exercising leadership, it had sought 
to realize its mission in routine technical administrative and 
judicial activities. The “dynamism” Hegel had foreseen for 
it failed to appear. The German civil service became enmeshed 
in a “so-called positivism” of “neutral” activities; it imple¬ 
mented directives emanating from society rather than assum¬ 
ing positive leadership itself. Consequently, being “neutral,” 
it was unable to “recognize the enemies of the state.” Worse 
still, after the collapse of the Empire in 1918 and the estab¬ 
lishment of the Republic, German officialdom had come to 
view its chief function as that of arbiter between the organized 
party and class interests of a divided, “pluralistic” society. 
It could no longer stand above society, but only stand between 
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the classes of society." “Neither the neutral officialdom nor the 
pluralistic [Weimar] system . . . fulfilled their slate tasks nor 
developed political leadership themselves. Thus they failed.”"^ 
On January 30, 1933, the Hegelian Beamtenstaat —which had 
identified civil service with ruling class—demonstrated its 
bankruptcy, and was replaced by a new system. “On this day,” 
Schmitt proclaimed, . . one could say that ‘Hegel died.’ 

But this new “system,” despite its ideology, the Nazi legal 
philosopher declared, had “redeemed” the German civil serv¬ 
ice. In the new trinity of state, party, and people, Carl Schmitt 
asserted, the officialdom could finally discover its real mission. 
No longer would it have to regard itself as a “politically irre¬ 
sponsible” instrument, a neutral arbiter in the meaningless 
struggles of a divided, pluralistic society. The Party itself 
was to maintain a monopoly of political leadership; but the 
German civil servant, in Schmitt’s words, could still be a 
Volksgenosse —a very member incorporate of this trinity, en¬ 
dowed with new, positive responsibilities and new opportuni¬ 
ties for constructive action. Being at the same time a Partei- 
genosse, the civil servant could, furthermore, become a mem¬ 
ber of that mililant, dynamic organization which was to bear 
forward the state and people—^the Nazi Parly. As Hitler him¬ 
self had intimated earlier at the Niirnberg Party Congress in 
1934, National Socialist theory now rejected the concept of 
the all-powerful “totalitarian state.” The state was to be merely 
the instrument of the people, controlled by the dynamic 
“movement” in their behalf." This new role of the German 
civil service was summarized by Schmitt in rhapsodic meta¬ 
phor: “Distinct, but not divided; allied, but not intermingled, 
the three great balance wheels must operate side by side, each 
according to its inner laws, and all in accord with the political 
limits set by the Movement itself.”"” 

Several aspects of this “revisionist” Nazi theory of bureau¬ 
cracy bear examination. Carl Schmitt explicitly assumed a 
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theoretical harmony between the Party and the state bureau¬ 
cracy. But the achievement of this harmony depended- upon 
the state official having a dual conception of himself; he no 
longer could be merely an official, he would have to consider 
liimself a Volksgenosse first, and Beamier second. In the 
National Socialist system he was to be guided by two general 
criteria: first, those established by the state through its laws, 
directives, and decrees governing his official behavior; and, 
second, those established by the Party and exercised either 
directly upon the individual official in his capacity as a 
Parteigenosse (if he happened to belong to the Party), or 
indirectly, through Party-inspired state laws which also gov¬ 
erned his oHicial behavior. What, however, if the directives 
conflicted? It was clear that the official’s dilemma theoretically 
was easily resolved; the National Socialist official’s loyalty 
was first to the Party, and second to the state. The bureaucracy, 
a pillar of two preceding regimes, henceforth was to stand as 
one of two “positive” pillars of the Nazi state, rather than be 
torn down as an anomalous survival of the past. Schmitt’s 
theory now welcomed the bureaucracy into the fold of the 
New Order; if it behaved itself, there it could remain. As 
Hermann Neef, the Reichsbeamtenfilhrer, was to write later, 
in 1942: “If the baiting of the career civil service—as it was 
carried on in earlier days by the Marxist, Liberal, and Center 
press—has ceased, we owe this to National Socialism alone.” ' 

The civil-service law of 1937 gave legal expression to Carl 
Schmitt’s theory of the redeemed bureaucracy. It finally de¬ 
stroyed the conception of political neutrality. The German 
civil service, the law’s preamble read, “is linked to Fiihrer 
and Reich by ties of public service and loyalty.”"" The official 
was to be the executor of the will of the Party as expressed 
through the state. The state demanded from him unconditional 
obedience; in return, it guaranteed to him his life career, 
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with its manifold benefits. An oath prescribed for every official 
explicitly bound him in this relationship: “I swear that I will 
be true and ol)edierit to the Fiihrer of the German Reich and 
People, Adolf Hitler, and that 1 will observe the laws and 
conscientiously fulfill my duties of office, so help me God.”‘“ 

III fulfilling these obligations the civil servant “at all times” 
was bound without reservations to intercede for the National 
Socialist stale. He was recjuired to bring to the attention of his 
superiors any incidents which might endanger the existence 
of the Reich or the Party. The civil servant’s relation to the 
Parly was legally recognized to affect his qualifications to 
assume, or remain in, office. It was not sfiecifically mandatory 
that an official be a Party member. But any official who, at 
the time of his appointment, had been excluded or expelled 
from the Party—witliout this being known in official quar¬ 
ters—could not remain an official; his appointment would be 
nullified. Remunerative employment outside the civil service 
was denied to all officials unless it was officially approved; but 
the holding of unpaid office in the Party or in its auxiliary 
formations required no permission from the civil service. In 
fact. Parly activity under certain circumstances could be taken 
into account in determining the pensionable lime of service for 
retiring officials. 

Thus, to an extent, Parly and governmental activities were 
“coordinated” (gleichgeschaltet). Officials holding the posts 
of Reichsleiter, Gauleiter, Kreisleiler, and Ortsgruppenleiter, 
and officials of corresponding rank in the SA, the SS, and the 
NSKK (National Socialist Motorists Corps) could be removed 
from office only with approval of the deputy to the Fiihrer. 
Finally, the Party, through the deputy to the Fiihrer, retained 
its previously acquired power of review over ministerial nom¬ 
inees for appointment and promotion in the higher civil 
service. 

The Niirnberg racial laws, under the 1937 civil-service law, 
were applied without exception to all members of the Reich 
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civil service. Only persons of “German” or “related” blood 
were legally entitled to become civil servants. If an official 
married, his spouse likewise was recjuired to be of “Aryan” 
ancestry, although exceptions were admissible for “mongrel” 
[Mischling) spouses. Should an official, however, choose to 
marry such a Mischling, advance permission from the minister 
of tlie interior and the deputy to the Fiihrcr was required. 

But beyond these provisions the status of the German civil 
servant remained substantially as it had been under the Wei¬ 
mar Republic. What personal security the olheial may have 
lost against political intervention from the Parly or the state 
itself, he could make up for by intensifying his owai exercise 
of the “Fiihrer principle” wilhin his own area of authority. 
The bargain between the National Socialist Party and the Ger¬ 
man civil service was, after all, a reciprocal one; for his loy¬ 
ally, the official stood only to gain by the privileges and life 
career bestowed upon him by the Fiihrer. 

The breach in the hitherto unassailable walls of the civil 
service, however, had been made. As the Reichsbeamtenfiihrer 
ol^served: “It is not the task of the ministries and other [state] 
authorities alone to see that the best officials serve: this is also 
an affair of the Party and of the People itself.”" Beyond these 
words lay a veiled ])ut omnipresent threat. If the “antagonism” 
which Schmitt’s iheories allegedly had exorcised continued to 
persist; if the bureaucratic “dynamism” necessary to attain 
the Party’s goals did not appear, then, in Hitler’s words, 
“Problems which the formal bureaucracy proves unlit to solve, 
the German nation will assign to its living organization in 
order to fulfill the necessities of its life.”' ’ 



IV 


"WHERE WILL YOU 

FIND A 

TALLEYRAND?” 


At Niirnberg in 1947, his memory refreshed hy interrogations, 
former Ambassador Karl Ritter managed to recall the fol¬ 
lowing from his wartime experiences—a conversation with 
State Secretary Weizsacker shortly after the Nazi attack upon 
Poland: 

I was in his office for one reason or other and at that time he 
abruptly criticized Ribhentrop. I said to him, “For one thing, Ribben- 
trop deserves credit—as long as he intended this war, his political 
preparations abroad were better than those of the last war.” I said 
this in order to get Weizsacker to talk. But Weizsacker replied, “What 
politi(-al preparations abroad? That’s a row!” . . . He fdt that the war 
should have been much belter planned in a political way, and much 
more elegantly. A war against Britain and the United States is always 
a bad war.' 

After 1936, in his grand design for Gdtterddmmerung, 
Hitler had dispensed with the advice—if not the acquies- 
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“where will you find a TALLEYRAND?” 

cences—of his career diplomats. As we have seen, his regard 
for the sensibilities of foreign missions in Berlin, for public 
opinion abroad, and a host of other considerations doubtless 
had made Hitler aware of the peacetime utility of keeping 
his correct, conventional, and urbane diplomats in their posts, 
as shock absorbers between the outside world and the grim 
realities of Nazi power and purpose. 

But the Foreign Office was not to be a major policy-making 
organization. The Anglo-German Naval Pact of 1935; the 
decisions to reoccupy the Rhineland; the 1936 Anti-Comintern 
Pact with Japan; the gradual shift of German policy from 
support of Nationalist China to support of Japan in 1937- 
1938; and the decision to seize Austria—these major policy 
departures were the work of Hiller and a close coterie of 
“amateur” advisers." 

After such fails accomplis, of course, the appropriate For¬ 
eign Office divisions and missions had swung into line to im¬ 
plement and defend them. In 1936, for example, although the 
Legal Division of Dr. Friedrich Gaus was not consulted before 
the remilitarization of the Rhineland about legal aspects of 
this flagrant breach of Locarno, Gaus was given the task of 
preparing necessary briefs for Ribbentrop to present before 
the League Council, justifying it.‘ Ample evidence exists today 
to show instances in which Foreign Office representatives 
abroad disagreed with policies which they saw taking shape. 
In 1937 both Ambassador Trautmann (in Nanking) and lead¬ 
ing Foreign Office officials had voiced grave reservations about 
the likely consequences of abandoning Nationalist China to 
support the maximal claims of the Japanese government in 
the Far East.^ In the same year, Hassell, in Rome, had 
counseled against an Italian-German rapprochement. But the 
advice of these technicians, when in disagreement with Rib- 
bentrop’s and Hiller’s own policies, were of little weight. 

The nightmare of events which lay between the Austrian 
Anschluss of March, 1938, and the September, 1939, attack 
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upon Poland should have demonstrated conclusively to Hitler’s 
diplomats their meager control of his designs and “political 
preparations” for war. For it is clear that many of them, like 
Weizsiicker, shared the German General Staff’s profound fears 
of a Iwo-front war involving Britain, France and, possibly, the 
United States. 

Weizsacker did not dissemble such views before his chief 
during the Sudeten crisis. Not that the stale secretary could 
have been considered a “pro-Czech,” which he was not. As 
his own memoirs testify, Weizsacker considered Benes, in his 
vigorous defense of Cze^choslovakia’s 1919 borders, an “inter¬ 
national reactionary,” “Certainly one of Adolf Hitler’s chief 
trail blazers,” “the tragic consequences of [whose] works for 
his country and for Europe he himself must have sensed in 
his last days.”' The possibility of a “structural disintegration”’ 
of Czechoslovakia in 1938 under economic pressure was not 
unacceptable to him and, as he recalled later, Munich had been 
“the last happy day of my life.”' What Weizsacker had feared 
was a military attack upon the Czech state so long as that 
country’s integrity was guaranteed by the Western powers. 

He and Ribbentrop had argued vehemently about this in 
May, 1938, during the “week-end crisis” of that month, when 
the foreign minister—who then, like the Fiihrer, was bent 
upon war—had suggested that the Czechs be “provoked” into 
measures which would justify a German invasion." And in 
counsels of moderation Weizsacker persisted throughout that 
summer. True, Weizsiicker’s Foreign Office (since 1935) had 
financially supported and nurtured the Sudeten Party in 
Czechoslovakia, but as Erich Kordt has correctly noted, the 
disagreement between Ribbentrop and the “old Foreign 
Office” was not so much over the fate of Czechoslovakia, but 
over the question of “whether England would go to war as 
the result of another German aggression.” " Of this probability, 
the leading Foreign Office officials were fully certain. And 
they were aware, as well, of Hitler’s determination, on May 
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28, to launch such aggression; Walter Hewel, Ribbentrop’s 
liaison officer with Hitler, had told Erich Kordt of this, and 
Kordt himself had wasted no time in telling Weizsacker. " 
Indeed, they had anticipated it because on April 25, Weiz- 
siicker had dispatched detailed instruments to mission chiefs 
abroad, ordering them on a wartime footing. ' It was at this 
time that Weizsiicker evidently formulated his own strategy 
for “preventing war.” In conversation with Erich Kordt’s 
l)rother Theo—newly appointed embassy counselor in IvOn- 
don—the state secretary urged that the London embassy spare 
no cflojl to elicit powerful warnings from the British to Hitler, 
in order that the Fiihrer would not view British protests as 
“bluff.”" This Theo Kordt did do; in the spring of 1938, the 
London embassy was kept in touch with Berlin by occasional 
visits of Erich Kordt. And Dirksen’s dispatches to Berlin 
dwell upon the possibilities of British intervention. 

From London, Paris, and other capitals of Europe came the 
reports of German diplomats that Britain and France would 
honor their commitments to Czechoslovakia. But they met 
with a cold reception from the foreign minister. On May 24, 
in response to a cable from Dirksen in I.ondon, the foreign 
minister dismissed (as “astonishing” and as “mere threats”) 
Halifax’s remarks therein reported about the possible outbreak 
of a general war. And in this viewr he persisted, during the 
summer months which followed, finally ordering that reports 
from missions abroad disagreeing with his personal views on 
the question henceforth w^ere to be ignored. 

On July 21, 1938, as the crisis intensified, the state secre¬ 
tary and his chief once more aired their differences. “Ribben- 
trop,” wrote Weizsiicker in a memorandum after their meeting, 
“today enjoined me to see that the Foreign Office maintained 
an unwavering attitude on the Czech question. . . . If necessary, 
he said, we would allow a major war to break out with the 
Western powers, and we should win it.” “I said,” Weizsiicker 
recorded, “that even when it was our task to fool foreign coun- 
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tries, it was not our duty to fool ourselves. I did not believe 
that we would win this war . . . nor did I believe in our powers 
of endurance.”" 

Yet, in opposing Ribbentrop’s means for destroying Czecho¬ 
slovakia, Weizsacker found himself accepting his ends. As 
the memorandum noted, the state secretary had gone on to 
urge that “the structural disintegration of Czechoslovakia 
[could] be accelerated by economic pressures; that military 
operations by Germany now would involve no element of sur¬ 
prise, since everyone now anticipated them.” ‘ When on Aug¬ 
ust 19, the two men discussed the matter still further, and 
Ribbentrop revealed the Fiihrer’s determination to settle the 
Czech question “by force of arms” no later than mid-October, 
Weizsacker noted that he “opposed the whole theory.” A Ger¬ 
man attack, in his opinion, should be delayed at least until 
“the British lost interest in the Czech matter and would tolerate 
our action.” But such eleventh-hour advice was lost upon the 
foreign minister. Hearing it, he tartly reminded Weizsacker 
of his subordinate position—he was subordinate to Ribben¬ 
trop, Ribbentrop to Hitler, and “the Fiihrer alone to the Ger¬ 
man nation.”'" “If I had not yet reached the stage of blind 
belief in the question under discussion,” Weizsacker wrote, 
“then he desired of me, in a friendly manner and urgently, 
too, that I should do so. I should certainly regret it later if I 
did not succeed in doing so.”" 

But as a flattering afterthought to this rebuke, the foreign 
minister had news to convey to his state secretary. Ribbentrop 
and his Fiihrer were going to move into Czechoslovakia “at 
the head of the first Panzer division.” He would see to it that 
Weizsacker, not Neurath or anyone else, would deputize for 
him in Berlin in his absence.*" 

If Weizsacker’s proffered advice was ignored, so were the 
reports coming in from German embassies abroad, particu¬ 
larly those from London and Washington. Like the foreign 
diplomats in Berlin, they were isolated from the far-distant 
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Bavarian eyrie where Hitler’s plans were maturing. In the 
summer, Dirksen returned from London bearing a personal 
letter from Chamberlain to Hitler, which cautioned the latter 
to moderation. The ambassador cooled his heels for weeks 
before he succeeded in delivering it. This and other appeals 
from London to the Fiihrer over his foreign minister’s head 
brought storms of protest from Ribbentrop. Through Under¬ 
secretary of State Woermann, the British Ambassador Hender¬ 
son was given to understand that “the Minister had been greatly 
upset” and “hoped that such a course would be avoided in 
the future.” ’ Henderson’s own efforts to convey to Hitler a 
correct report on the stale of British public opinion also came 
up against the stone wall of Ribbentrop. Weizsacker, whom 
Henderson approached on the matter, refused to handle it 
upward except through his superior. “Will it then . . . get any 
further?” Henderson anxiously asked. The state secretary 
merely retorted, “I must be loyal to my chief.Henderson, 
in an exasperated dispatch to Foreign Secretary Halifax in¬ 
veighed against the ring of silence which, he felt, Ribbentrop 
had built around his master. “How,” he wrote on August 23, 
1938, “can one play chess with a man who insists on moving 
his knight like a bishop?”” 

Uniformed German diplomats whom the British ambas¬ 
sador met during tlie Niirnberg rally early in September had 
been candid to the point of indiscretion. “One noteworthy 
aspect of Nuremberg,” Henderson reported to the British 
Foreign Office, “was the black pessimism of all members of 
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. ... To some of my colleagues 
their language about [Ribbentrop] was violent to the point 
of danger to themselves.”"'* “Some of them,” he wrote next day, 
“talked a lot of treason to my colleagues. Weizsacker . . . 
blackly pessimistic.”^ 

The state secretary had been less loyal to his chief than 
even the credulous Henderson supposed. For now, as clouds 
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of war assembled over Central Europe, Weizsacker determined 
upon a final act of despair and disobedience. As the deadline 
for Hitler’s attack neared, he secretly dispatched a message 
to the British legation in Switzerland, calling for immediate 
and forceful British action. Carl Burckhardt, the Swiss his¬ 
torian and League commissioner for Danzig, carried it in a 
frantic nonstop auto race from Berlin to Berne. On September 
5, 1938, the British minister there conveyed it to the British 
P^oreign Office in veiled phrases: 

Important informant just arrived from Germany and who asked 
that his name should not be mentioned tells me he heard from highly 
placed personages (one at Berlin) that Herr Hitler has decided to 
attack Czechoslovakia in about six weeks. . .. Personage at Berlin who 
was in despair said that only hope of peace is for Prime Minister to 
send a letter through inlcnncdiary to Herr Hitler beginning with 
remarks calculated to please him such as reference to his desire for a 
peaceful settlement but ending by saying that if Czechoslovakia were 
attacked England would support her with all forces at her command."'^ 

The full importance of this detente was apparently dis¬ 
counted by British policy makers in London. Several days 
later, Burckhardt’s remarkable story came to the attention 
of another British diplomat in Switzerland who relayed it 
immediately by special messenger to London, with the follow¬ 
ing remarks: 

After talking with Burckhardt this afternoon, I took the opportunity 
of asking Oliver Hardy, who rang me up, whether George Warner’s 
telegram of last Monday (which I had not seen) had been given really 
serious consideration. He said that it had been taken into considera¬ 
tion with other elements in the situation. ... I therefore feared that 
a great deal of background had been omitted and I asked whether 
any further details would be of interest. He assured me that they 
would. Hence this letter which in view of its interest and urgency I 
am sending by special messenger tonight. For you will agree that it is 
quite unprecedented that a very high official of the proved loyalty of 
Burckhardt’s interlocutor should take a step of this kind. 

Yours ever, 

R. C. Skrine-Stevenson^ 
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Had it been “taken into consideration with other elements 
in the situation”? Published documents of the British Foreign 
Office reveal nothing more of it than these two dispatches. 
When we today look back upon the course of diplomacy in 
the summer of 1938, this small but remarkable event seems 
lost in the greater happenings of Bad Godesberg, Berchtes- 
gaden, and Munich which followed. Voices of moderation and 
appeasement were momentarily to stay tlie march of Hitler’s 
armies. But they were those of foreign statesmen, not of For¬ 
eign Office officials. On September 9, Henderson was instructed 
to give a new warning to Hitler; but he demurred. “All are 
convinced,” he wrote, that such an action would likely “be fatal 
to prospects of peace.”"^ Weizsiicker’s sclf-chosen anonymity, 
in his demarche, doubtless did not lend strength to his pro¬ 
posals, but we may doubt whether stronger evidences would 
have proved more effective. Similar activities of Embassy 
Counselor Theo Kordt in London, to impress British statesmen 
of the existence of “political and military circles in Berlin” 
opposed to war proved equally ineffectual.' At this juncture, 
indeed, greater responsibility must be placed upon the govern¬ 
ment of Neville Chamberlain than upon the incipient fronde 
whicli the Czech crisis had coalesced in German military and 
diplomatic circles. We are, however, entitled to note the words 
of the Italian ambassador in Berlin, Attolico, who remarked 
to Carl Burckhardt in November, 1938, in connection with 
the strange events of the past summer, and Weizsacker’s part 
in them: 

The Germans are not given to conspiracy. A conspirator needs 
everything they lack: patience, knowledge of human nature, psychol¬ 
ogy, tact. ... To fight conditions like those prevailing here, you need 
to be persevering and a good dissembler, like Talleyrand and 
Fouche. Where will you find a Talleyrand between Rosenheim and 
Eydtkuhnen?“ 

In the uneasy months of the winter 1938--1939, as Hitler 
prepared for the final liquidation of the Czech problem, a pall 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


98 


of gloom descended over the Wilhelmstrasse. Weizsacker, 
having had the “last happy day” of his life at Munich," was 
no longer happy. Hassell, the ousted German ambassador to 
Italy, as he roamed through the corridors, offices, and drawing 
rooms of his Wilhelmstrasse colleagues at this time, has pre¬ 
served a picture of this in his Diaries. On October 10, hardly 
a month after ink had dried on the Munich Pact, Hassell wrote: 

As Weizsacker has told me, Hiller had again expressed himself to the 
effect that the Czech problem must be liquidated within a few months. 
Weizsacker was deeply distressed over Hitler’s methods and about 
Ribbentrop. ... He said he simply could not imagine how this business 
could go on much longer."^ 

On December 10, words of similar dismay came from another 
Wilhelmstrasse source to Hassell’s receptive ear: 

Lunched yesterday with Plessen.'' He gave a fantastic picture of con¬ 
ditions in the Foreign Office, where, under the insane leadership of 
Ribbentrop, everybody’s nerves are beginning to snap. The new dip¬ 
lomats, for instance, are to be schooled in Parly training camps, which 
means that they will be without any knowledge.'” 

Still another talked treason to Hassell. On December 16, once 
more at the Foreign Office, he met with Dr. von Hentig of the 
Political Division, who 

rightly pointed out that all this complaining was useless. The situation 
is so threatening that one must begin to prepare for action. But how? 
That is the big question. There is no chance of creating an organiza¬ 
tion. The one positive approach in this direction, which has already 
been made, is the surveillance of the entire Party through the Intelli¬ 
gence Service [Ahwehr^ of the Army.'*'^ 

The Hassell narrative, to be later re.sumed, was doubtless 
colored by a bitter animosity on his part, lending significance 
to what were then only faint rumblings of discontent. Hassell’s 
talks with the state secretary were sufficient to convince him— 
the former ambassador to Italy—that his own advice was to 
be no longer of consequence in higher Reich affairs. As a 
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matler of fact, he wrote, as Weizsacker had consoled him on 
December 15, there was little possibility that Ribbentrop 
would ever get around to receiving him for a formal report 
on his long since completed Rome mission. “Ribbentrop had 
still not received Ambassador Trautmann, who returned al¬ 
most a half a year ago from China.” " 

Ambassador Dirksen in London shared this fate when still 
chief of mission. His visits to Berlin were punctuated by 
incidents of similar ostracism. Although he, together with 
Weizsacker, Gaus, and others, was summoned to Hitler’s 
Berchtesgaden conference with Chamberlain in September, 

1938, he was not consulted and remained in his hotel while 
Hitler and Ribbentrop conferred with Chamberlain and Sir 
Horace Wilson. Although several junior Foreign Office men 
participated, Dirksen was isolated from Hitler and Ribbentrop 
and took no part in the fateful exchange of correspondence 
between the British and German participants at the later 
Godesberg conference. “The rest of us,” he wrote, were left 
“waiting in great tension for the results.”' 

Ribbentrop’s suspicions of the corrupt temerity, decrepi¬ 
tude, and malevolence of the British Empire amply were con¬ 
firmed by Munich; henceforth, the advice of his successor at 
the Court of St. James had even less effect on Ribbenlrop’s 
own views. Dirksen found himself virtually ignored, receiving 
no instructions from Berlin outlining Hitler’s intentions 
toward Britain. After the Nazi occupation of Prague in March, 

1939, Dirksen’s warnings from London that the era of appease¬ 
ment had ended in Britain made no impression on Ribbentrop. 
When the ambassador was recalled to Berlin that month, he 
found the foreign minister totally disinclined to see him; only 
at his insistence did Ribbentrop finally receive him as he de¬ 
parted for London the first week in May. The “ring of silence” 
which Ribbentrop, with Hitler’s toleration, had built around 
his master, had grown to more ominous proportions as time 
went on.'"’ 
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“what now?” 

It was a Foreign OfTice interpreter, Paul Otto Schmidt, who, 
on September 3, 1939, received the British ultimatum which 
marked the beginning of World War II for Germany. 
Schmidt’s chief, Ribbentrop, had declined to see Ambassador 
Henderson that morning, with the result that the British official, 
arriving at Wilhelmstrasse 76 punctually at 9 a.m., had found 
only Schmidt, a subordinate technical official, awaiting him in 
the foreign minister’s office, Schmidt’s recollection of these 
few moments of German history bear repetition here. As he 
carried Henderson’s message down the Wilhelmstrasse to 
Hitler’s office in the Reich Chancellery and, standing in front 
of the Fiihrer’s desk, commenced to read aloud its contents, 
Schmidt alone of all Germans momentarily possessed docu¬ 
mented proof of Ribbentrop’s first gross diplomatic miscalcu¬ 
lation—England was going to war to honor her Polish 
guarantee. Schmidt recalled: 

As though turned to stone, Ititler sal there and gazed in front of 
him. He was not, as some later maintained, disconcerted, nor did he 
fly into a rage, as still others would have believed. He sat completely 
quiet and motionless. After a while, which to me seemed an eternity, 
he turned to Ribbentrop—who, as though benumbed, had remained at 
the window. “What now?” he inquired of his foreign minister, with a 
look of rage in his eyes. . . Ribbentrop quietly replied, “1 assume 
that the French will bring us a similar ultimatum within the hour.”'”' 

Statesmen, held responsible for the policies they engender 
and develop, invariably come to symbolize them as well. In 
September, 1939, Joachim von Ribbentrop symbolized the 
diplomatic revolution which had thrown together the two great 
totalitarian dictatorships, Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia, 
into temporary but close alliance. But in the gloomy months 
of the Sitzkriegs the German foreign minister had another 
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reputation in many circles. Had it not been he who insisted 
that the Western powers would capitulate before Hitler’s de¬ 
mands on Poland? Whether history will remember him as 
I “Hitler’s shadow” or bestow upon him greater eminence (and, 
I hence, responsibility), many of the retinue of Hitler’s court 
came at this time to believe that it was Ribbentrop’s England 
policy which had lured Hitler into his great “mistake.” Rib¬ 
bentrop’s awkward attempts, after September 3, to “explain” 
Britain’s honoring of her Polish guarantee as consequence of 
her foreknowledge that Italy would not honor hers to Ger¬ 
many, did little to endear him to Mussolini and Ciano,"' and 
still less to Party dignitaries at home. Early in the Sitzkrieg 
winter of 1939-1940, his Slate Secretary Weizsacker was 
privately to whisper that one price of a negotiated peace with 
Britain and France would have to be Ribbentrop’s dismissal; 
and later in the war this view was to be shared by Goebbels, 
Himmler, and Bormann.'' 

This rebuff to Ribbentrop’s intuition was joined, however, 
by other headaches in the coming days of total warfare. Even 
in a police state it might be said that diplomacy enjoys its 
maximum institutional autonomy in limes of peace, when not 
merely brute force, terror, and espionage, but negotiation, 
compromise, and agreement have their meaning and place. But 
not so in times of war. The vast apparatus of terror in the 
Third Reich—which already was grown to maturity when 
Ribbentrop became foreign minister—the army, Himmler’s 
SS, and security police, were instruments uniquely attuned to 
aggressive expansion and war. 

This was not, however, exactly so with the Foreign Office. 
As war spread, the functions of diplomacy would hardly be¬ 
come useless, but they could not be expected to expand auto¬ 
matically. Had the German Foreign Office failed to be geared 
into Hitler’s plans for German military expansion, had it 
merely preserved its traditional role as an instrument for 
negotiations, it might only too easily have become a mere 
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appendage of other, more powerful, centers of Reich authority 
and might thereby have risked institutional extinction. 

In September, 1939, Ribbentrop completely dominated his 
diplomatic machinery. In the peripheral wings of the Wil- 
helmstrasse, new and reliable subalterns now held sway; in 
the traditional core divisions, its leaders were safely ‘’^an¬ 
chored” in the SS; those who had cast doubts upon their chief’s 
undertakings were debilitated by their demonstrated failure 
to modify or sabotage Ribbenlrop’s policies, and seemingly 
content to retain the vestiges of their remaining power and 
importance. The Fiihrer might have doubted the reliability of 
his diplomats, but the foreign minister, on the eve of World 
War II, reposed sufficient confidence in them. On the evening 
of September 3, as the lights again went out over Europe, a 
special Foreign Office train pulled out of the Anhalter Gilter- 
bahnhof in Berlin, bearing the foreign minister, his staff, and 
the interpreter, Paul Otto Schmidt, to points east.*" Weizsacker 
remained behind as caretaker of the home office, as Ribben¬ 
trop had pledged in July, 1938. There was much to be done; 
for, with the outbreak of war, a series of administrative reor¬ 
ganizations were necessary to assure the Foreign Office a niche 
in the wartime Reich. 

The war mobilization of the German foreign service had 
begun in March, 1938, when its missions abroad, under in¬ 
structions from Weizsacker, had been placed on emergency 
footing. Similar changes took place in the Berlin headquarters. 
On July 25, 1938, a special office (Pol I-a) in Woermann’s 
Political Division, was established to centralize all matters 
pertaining to mobilization in the Foreign Office. The war ac¬ 
celerated these changes. On October 7, 1939, Ambassador 
Ritter was given authority for the Foreign Office over all ques¬ 
tions concerning economic warfare, blockade, contraband, 
black lists, economic relations with neutral states, and German 
property abroad. Ritter was directly subordinated to Ribben- 
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Irop. A new Referat, called Pol I-m, also under Woermann, 
was set up to handle Foreign Office liaison with the OKW, 
under Legation Counselor von der Heyden-Rynsch. New war¬ 
time bureaus were established in Gaus’s Legal Division to 
handle matters concerning prisoners of war, civilian internees, 
military law, and damage claims by neutrals. The Information 
Division established special desks to deal with propaganda for 
I he front, economic propaganda, and countermeasures against 
enemy propaganda."' 

Along with these measures, the Nazilicalion of the Foreign 
Office proceeded apace, to mobilize the “spiritual resources” 
of the diplomats. By August, 1940, after two years of Ribben- 
trop’s zealous missionary work on behalf of the Party, most 
of his diplomats had gotten around to applying for member¬ 
ship. Of the entire 120 above the rank of legation secretary 
diplomatic officials in the “higher service” stationed in Berlin 
in the summer of 1940, at least 71 already were Party mem¬ 
bers; and of these, 50 were career officials who had been in 
the foreign service before 1933. While full data is lacking, 
22 of the 120 were not Party members at that date; but 11 of 
these already had applied for membership and had been re¬ 
jected by the Party itself."" 

In broad measure these figures serve to suggest the extent 
of the Foreign Office’s Nazification at this time. By far the 
larger part of Nazi members of the Wilhelmslrasse in 1940 
were career officials who had sought Party membership, rather 
than Party favorites “injected” into the diplomatic service by 
Hitler. Of the nine division chiefs of that date (Woermann, 
Wiehl, Gaus, Kriebel, Luther, Twardowski, Altenburg, 
Schmidt, and Dornberg), all but Gaus, Ribbentrop’s legal 
wizard, were career officials turned Nazi. As of this summer 
date, shortly after the war’s beginning, we may say that the 
Nazi Party decisively had triumphed over the “nonpolitical” 
principle once so cherished by the German foreign service."" 

After the war State Secretary Weizsacker and others in- 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


104 


sisted that this ‘Voluntary” acceptance of Party membership 
was indispensable not only for the survival of the older bu¬ 
reaucrats, but for their retention of power against the more 
“radical” elements which Ribbenlrop brought with him into 
the Foreign Office in ever increasing numbers. ’ But even if 
this consideration were present in their minds at the time, the 
events of 1939-1940 demonstrated its lack of realism. For, 
with the war, the Foreign Office began to undergo a profound 
upheaval of its internal hierarchical structure, which was to 
make it of little consequence in terms of policy making 
whether any “moderates,” with or without Party cards, re¬ 
mained to do any obstructing. 

For one thing, after September 3, 1939, the top of the For¬ 
eign Office organizational chart—the Buro RAM —broke 
loose from the Wilhelmstrasse and, as we have noted, en¬ 
trained to accompany the Fiihrer on his military excursions 
across the European continent. While, before the war, Ribben- 
trop’s antechamber activities in the Reich Chancellery and in 
Berchtesgaden had kept him away from the Foreign Office 
for long stretches of time, his absence now became the rule 
and not the exception. Ribbentrop was not, of course, the sole 
member of Hitler’s court to abandon Berlin for the railroad 
caravan. Where the Fiihrer moved in his Filhrerzug during 
the first months of the war, two other trains followed—the 
OKW-Zug, bearing his military advisers, and the Sonderzug 
Heinrich, named for one of its occupants, Himmler. This latter 
special train housed, in addition, Minister Lammers of the 
Reich Chancellery and Ribbentrop. A gradual estrangement, 
as we shall see, which occurred between the foreign minister 
and Himmler was to make these quarters too small for both 
men before long. Ribbentrop later acquired a train in his own 
right—the Sonderzug Westfalen. From these trains, and from 
other advanced headquarters, Ribbentrop was to reign over 
the Foreign Office at long distance, as absentee owner; his own 
Biiro RAM was to become a little Foreign Office.*^ 
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The Foreign Office staff of adjutants and advisers who ac¬ 
companied Ribbentrop on these journeys lived in a Mitropa 
sleeping car, worked in antiquated wooden dining cars, and 
acted as his eyes and ears. They were in constant telegraphic 
and telephonic contact with the home office, receiving incom¬ 
ing diplomatic cables and other dispatches, and transmitting 
back the foreign minister’s incessant and occasionally insolent 
orders of the day. 

The system was anything but efficient. As one of Ribben- 
Irop’s adjutants wrote after the war: “It was often impossible 
for the Rejerenten on [Ribbentrop’s] staff to inform the Po¬ 
litical Division [of intended measures] because Ribbentrop 
demanded that members of his personal staff carry out his 
instructions immediately, so that it was impossible to contact 
the central office in advance.” All important incoming tele¬ 
grams to the Foreign Office were dispatched both to “field 
headquarters” and to appropriate divisions in Berlin. 

If rcTlain matters did not seem important enough [to the Political 
Division, for example] to secure Rihhentrop’s opinion or decision, 
the Division took the necessary steps as, for example, in the case of 
instructions to foreign missions. . . . But now it happened afterwards 
that Ribbentrop, from field headquarters, gave an answer . . . either di¬ 
rectly or through a member of his personal staff, without the knowl¬ 
edge of the Berlin main office. Thus a foreign representative [might] 
receive with respect to the matter two separate and often contradictory 
orders.**’ 

In his field headquarters Ribbentrop had surrounded him¬ 
self with a team of newly recruited adjutants, for the most 
part drawn from his former Party Dienststelle, and largely 
unfamiliar with the workings of the main office in Berlin. For 
a while, the experienced Erich Kordt had been with him, but 
early in 1941 Kordt was transferred to the German embassy 
in Tokyo. As the August, 1940, organization chart indicates, 
the men of the Biiro RAM, the foreign minister’s official secre¬ 
tariat, presented a most varied array of nondiplomatic back- 
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grounds and talents. There was, for one, Walter Hew el, 
Ribbentrop’s liaison officer with Hitler. An early Nazi, he had 
taken part in the 1923 Hitler Putsch. Vigorous and adventur¬ 
ous, he thereafter had wandered abroad, to spend the greater 
part of a seven-year exile on a British plantation in the Dutch 
East Indies. In 1936 he returned to Germany to work in 
Bohle’s AO^ from which he shifted, in 1937, to Ribbentrop’s 
Dienststelle. Franz Sorinleithner, attached to Ribbentrop’s 
office as legation secretary, was a former Austrian policeman, 
twice imprisoned and once convicted of high treason by Aus¬ 
trian autliorities for subversive activities before 1938. After 
the Anschluss^ he came to Berlin, and joined the Dienststelle. 
Rudolf Likus, an old school friend of Ribbentrop, was a vet¬ 
eran of Baltic anti-Bolshevik battles with the Freihorps in 
1919-1920, a participant in the 1920 Kapp Putsch; he also 
was an early (1922) Nazi. During the ’twenties he had held 
various editorial positions on obscure Nazi journals. By 1939, 
on his own merits, he had risen to become an 55 Oherfilhrer, 
and entered the Foreign Office as legation counselor via the 
Dienststelle. Baron Gustav Adolf Steengracht von Moyland, 
a young, tractable scion of a minor Rhenish noble family, had 
been picked up by Ribbentrop in Berlin in 1936 to accompany 
his Dienststelle stall to London. He did not enter the Foreign 
Office until 1938.'" 

Beyond these man, a group of five “adjutants,” all trusted 
Ribbentrop men with 55 rank and no previous diplomatic 
experience, made up the staff of the pocket Foreign Office. It 
would be incorrect to say that these men were the exclusive 
coterie of Ribbentrop’s advisers. On occasion, career special¬ 
ists were summoned from Berlin to attend when particular 
aspects of policy were under discussion. Friedrich Gaus and 
Karl Ritter were such occasional visitors; but their stay was 
usually brief and when their tasks were finished, they re¬ 
turned home. 

A second structural change of significance in the Foreign 
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Office coincided with this one: the birth and speedy matura¬ 
tion of a new division—Martin Luther’s Abteilung Deutsch¬ 
land. 

Luther’s first task when he entered the Foreign Office in ] 938 
had been as chief of the so-called Referat Partei, which chiefly 
was concerned with liaison between the diplomats and Party 
authorities otlier than elements of Himmler’s SS and the AO. 

From this post Luther scrambled rapidly up the ladder of 
the Foreign Office hierarchy. Entering the Foreign Office in 
1938, as senior legation counselor, laither by 1940 was a 
division chief and minister first class. On May 7, 1940, Rib- 
hcntrop elevated him to the position as head of a new division 
whicli would handle Foreign Office liaison with all Party and 
SS agencies. ’ From this time until his arrest and imprison¬ 
ment in February, 1943, Martin Luther handled such activ¬ 
ities as collaboration with Himmler’s central administrative 
agency—the RSHA ( Reichssicherheitshauptamt) —and the 
Gestapo; international police collaboration; arrangements for 
diplomatic journeys abroad; and assassination plans."' On 
May 21, 1940, the sphere of influence of Abteilung Deutsch¬ 
land (which superseded Referat Deutschland) further was 
widened when it was given control of the entire technical ap¬ 
paratus of the Foreign Office’s Information Division, acquir¬ 
ing authority over all matters related to the printing and dis¬ 
tribution of Foreign Office publications."' 

Abteilung Deutschland's offices were far removed from the 
central Foreign Office’s buildings on the Wilhelmstrasse, actu¬ 
ally on Rauchstrasse below the southwestern corner of the 
Berlin Tiergarten. Whatever considerations might have 
prompted this physical isolation, it proved to be a judicious 
arrangement for Luther. The new director had little desire to 
subordinate his activities to the state secretary’s scrutiny. 
Participation of other departments and divisions in matters 
assigned to Luther’s area of jurisdiction increasingly came to 
be done by telephone. The new division chief from Rauch- 
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strasse seldom attended the daily directors’ conference. Direc¬ 
tives to the new Rauchstrasse headquarters came with great 
frequency directly from the foreign minister’s Buro RAM, 
by-passing the state secretary’s office. After mid-194], a tight 
veil of secrecy hung over its activities; incoming communica¬ 
tions for the Foreign Office from the Gestapo, SS, and RSHA 
were forwarded directly to Luther without first being sent to 
the state secretary’s office and then distributed to interested 
divisions, as had been standard Foreign Office procedure in 
the past.“* Thus, Luther and his associates were given discre¬ 
tion in determining what matters should involve interdivisional 
consultation, and which should not. For some time, Weiz- 
sacker managed to keep within Abteilung Deutschland a 
trusted observer of its activities, one Hans Bernd von Haften."' 
But the state secretary’s control of Luther’s affairs was never 
great, and Luther flourished in his own autonomous sphere. 

Like Ribbentrop’s intimates, Martin Luther’s chief collabo¬ 
rators on the Rauchstrasse came not from career service of 
Neurath’s time, but from SA, SS, and Dienststelle employ¬ 
ment. Hans Kramarz, a young former Dienststelle functionary 
and Party member since 1931, had entered the Foreign Office 
in 1938 along with Ribbentrop. Walter Buettner, a former 
mining-engineering student and SA agitator, later propaganda 
speaker in the Party Gau Sachsen, also had been with Rib¬ 
bentrop’s Dienststelle, Werner Picot, a Party, SA, and SS 
member, had had his diplomatic apprenticeship in the SA 
where, before 1935, he engaged in Party counterespionage 
work. Rudolf Likus, Ribbentrop’s one-time schoolmate, like¬ 
wise became attached to Luther’s office, serving as his chief 
deputy for liaison with Himmler. Beyond one other function¬ 
ary, Franz Rademacher, only Hans Bernd von Haften (a 
relative of the Bismarck family) could properly have been 
considered an “old Foreign Office hand.” 

The activities of these men will be discussed in some detail 
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in the next chapter, as Abteilung Deutschland was to flourish 
in the atmosphere of greater terror to come; its emissaries and 
directives were to spread over the entire occupied continent 
of Europe, in implementing the German foreign minister’s new 
ancillary diplomacy of human deportation, extermination, and 
spoliation. As these activities came to bulk larger in the vol¬ 
ume of Foreign Office work, so was the measure of Luther’s 
shadow cast more ominously over other divisions of the For¬ 
eign Office, increasingly dominating the character of their 
work and committing them more deeply to the measures which 
he and his chief espoused and demanded. 

Abteilung Deutschland was not the only new division to be 
created at this time. Two more—the Information Division 
and the Radio Division—were added shortly after 3939, 
to be new agencies for Ribbentrop’s propaganda diplomacy. 
They, too, were staffed predominantly with enthusiastic Party 
men, and they also pushed deep into the work of older divi¬ 
sions. But in the eyes of many older Wilhelmstrasse diplomats, 
Luther’s Abteilung Deutschland was to become the evil and 
omnipresemt symbol of their absent foreign minister, a 
“tumor” in the body of German diplomacy.^' 

Yet, in one sense, the coming of the war provided a reprieve 
for the Foreign Office officialdom. In deference to greatly 
swollen military manpower requirements, Ribbentrop’s and 
Bertling’s plans to flood the lower Wilhelmstrasse echelons 
with Aryan Nazi novices was shelved for the moment." The 
activities of the Foreign Office training center were sharply 
curtailed^ and its commandant, Bertling, returned to his other 
SS duties in 1941. Ribbentrop, who displayed little propensity 
at any time for “raiding” other agencies for high-level per¬ 
sonnel, was thrown back upon his permanent bureaucracy, and 
became beset with fears of losing them either through resigna¬ 
tion or premature retirement. Even when Ribbentrop, in a fit 
of displeasure, ordered his state secretary to pare the Wil¬ 
helmstrasse staff by over a hundred officials during the French 
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campaign in May, 1940, the foreign minister quickly relented. 
Weizsacker was able neatly to squash his chief’s enthusiasm 
by threatening to quit, himself, if the purge went through/ 
Thereafter, Ribbentrop was to insist rigidly upon no wartime 
resignations, labeling such requests ‘desertion.’’’" 



V 


THE 

LIQUIDATION 
OF DIPLOMACY 


In the spring and summer of 1941, the flood tide of German 
military aggression pushed into the Balkans and the Russian 
plains. In rapid succession, Poland, Denmark, Norway, the 
Netherlands, Belgium, France, Greece, and Yugoslavia had 
toppled under the onslaught of German arms, in a series of 
military successes which were as unexpected to most of Hitler’s 
diplomats as to his generals. By late autumn of 1941 German 
armies ranged from the Pyrenees in the West to the upper 
reaches of the Volga in the East. 

But as Hitler’s armies advanced, Ribbentrop’s diplomats 
retreated. The rupture of diplomatic relations with immediate 
or future victims of German occupation measurably reduced 
the geographic scope of German diplomatic activity. In 
August, 1940, less than a year after the war’s outbreak, the 
Third Reich still had maintained diplomatic relations with 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


112 


over forty states. But two years later, in August, 1942, while 
Germany exercised hegemony over the European continent 
and North Africa, she maintained diploma lie relations with 
only twenty-two states, many of which were now Hitler’s own 
creatures, hostages, or satellites—Vichy France, Greece, Cro¬ 
atia, Serbia, Slovakia, Hungary, Rumania, Finland, and Den¬ 
mark. German diplomats remained in only ten neutral states. 
Correspondingly, the diplomatic corps in Berlin shrank also 
and was reduced for the most part to a court of vassal emis¬ 
saries whose continued presence, for the German government, 
was largely a matter of form, toleration, and convenience.’ 

This rapid curtailment of normal diplomatic activity, while 
it meant a sharp reduction of the Foreign Office’s influence in 
high-policy matters, by no means reduced the volume of its 
work. Indeed, German diplomacy rapidly adapted itself insti¬ 
tutionally to the policies of other Reich agencies which now 
were of greater significance in the prosecution of total war. 

For one thing, the Wilhelmstrasse retained its previously 
recognized right to be consulted on any major policies devel¬ 
oped independently by any coordinate internal Reich authori¬ 
ties which affected Germany’s foreign relations. Thus, for 
example, Himmler’s Reichssicherheitshaaptamt maintained 
close consultation with tlie Foreign Office on such problems 
as the deportation of political prisoners from occupied areas 
to Germany;' the execution of hostages;" the assassination of 
prisoners of war;' and the conscription of Waffen-SS “vol¬ 
unteers” outside the Reich,' Foreign Office representatives par¬ 
ticipated in interdepartmental conferences dealing with 
subjects such as the conscription of foreign manpower;" the 
extraction of produce and resources from occupied areas;’ the 
disposal and regulation of slave labor within the Reich;" and 
the staging of propaganda trials." 

Secondly, in some occupied areas of Europe the Foreign 
Office maintained the right of day-to-day participation in rela¬ 
tions with local constituted authorities. Thus, Wilhelmstrasse 
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representatives in France, under the supervision of Ambassa¬ 
dor Otto Abetz in Paris, served as negotiators for internal 
Reich authorities in their dealings with the Vichy govern¬ 
ment. In Denmark, Ribbentrop’s representative. Ambassador 
Renthe-Fink, acted as “plenipotentiary of the German Reich 
with the Danish government,” and, in 1943, was replaced by 
Dr. Werner Best, whose enlarged powers, as “plenipotentiary 
in Denmark,” were the equivalent of a Reichskommissar in 
other occupied areas, and enabled him to assert authority 
over all representatives of Reich civilian agencies in that 
country."’ 

Thirdly, Wilhelmstrasse representatives closely collabo¬ 
rated with Reich military authorities in field operations. Be¬ 
sides assisting the OKW (Supreme Command of the Armed 
Forces) in preinvasion technical planning, and in diplomatic 
preparations, Foreign Office specialists were designated to 
accompany army units into operational theaters, to advise and 
consult with military chiefs. Thus, diplomatic detachments 
accompanied army units into the Balkans and Soviet Union 
in 1941, to engage in propaganda and informational activi¬ 
ties.” Foreign Office area specialists assisted the OKW in tech¬ 
nical planning for Operation Marita (the invasion of Greece) 
in 1941.'^ Diplomatic missions in satellite East European 
countries negotiated agreements with Hungary, Rumania, and 
Bulgaria to permit transits for German troops in 1941 and 
after. A special Foreign Office detachment {Bonderkommando) 
under the direction of Legation Secretary Kuensberg accom¬ 
panied army forces into the Low Countries, France, the Bal¬ 
kans, and the Soviet Union,"" to sequestrate “objects of art,” 
government archives, libraries of scientific institutes, and other 
useful spoils of war. The Foreign Office’s Legal Division, 
besides advising the OKW on matters concerning military law, 
rules of maritime commercial warfare, and The Hague Con¬ 
vention, also retained exclusive authority over foreign-policy 
matters concerning prisoners of War.'* 
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Beyond these activities, the Foreign Office independently 
engaged in subsidizing and encouraging “private” interna¬ 
tional propaganda organizations, the exchange of students 
from satellite and neutral areas to study in German schools, 
and carried on its radio and press propaganda begun before 
the war. ‘ 

This was, then, to be the role of the Wilhelmstrasse in Hit¬ 
ler’s New Order. But in the occupied areas of Europe, despite 
Ribbentrop’s continued skirmishes to secure or to regain a 
voice for the Wilhelmstrasse in policy making, other voices— 
more strident, and backed with greater power—exacted greater 
attention. The disappearance of Poland (so far as Reich policy 
was concerned) as a sovereign state in the autumn of 1939 had 
entailed the exclusion of tlie Foreign Office from any direct 
responsibility for occupation matters.'" In Norway, in 1940, 
Hitler’s violent displeasure over the failure of Wilhelmstrasse 
diplomacy to win King Haakon for support of a Quisling 
government had provoked the Fiihrer to withdraw permanently 
Foreign Office representatives from Oslo. After 1940, no high- 
ranking Foreign Office representative was attached to the mili¬ 
tary government in Belgium; in the Netherlands, while 
SS-Brigadefiihrer Bene functioned as a Wilhelmstrasse rep¬ 
resentative, he was in fact subordinated to the Reichskommissar 
Seyss-Inquart. Only in Denmark and in France, where con¬ 
siderations of form and propriety created special circum¬ 
stances, were Foreign Office mission chiefs Renthe-Fink and 
Abetz officially designated as Reich plenipotentiaries in deal¬ 
ing with local authorities.’^ 

Yet perhaps the most substantial curtailment of Foreign 
Office powers attended the invasion of Russia in June, 1941. 
In this, as in previous decisions, Ribbentrop contributed to 
his own demise. The foreign minister—^whose sudden enthus¬ 
iasm for Nazi-Soviet collaboration in 1939 was described by 
his envious Italian counterpart, Ciano, as “imprudent and 
vulgar””—rapidly switched his tune after Hitler’s personal 
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decision to attack Russia was apparent. Although the two dip¬ 
lomats Weizsacker and Schulenburg continued to evince grave 
doubts about the consequences of such an enterprise,' Rib- 
bentrop quieted his earlier views and expressed, in a memo¬ 
randum to the Fiihrer in April, 1941, his conviction that Hitler 
alone was capable of solving this “historical mission.” ' 

Ribbenlrop’s enthusiasm for Operation Barbarossa was, 
however, to be dampened within a short time. As it turned out, 
Hiller’s plans for the administration of the conquered Russian 
empire left no room whatever for the Foreign Office. On April 
21, 1941, the Fiihcr entrusted to Ribbentrop’s archrival, Al¬ 
fred Rosenberg, the creation of a new agency, the Ministry 
for Occupied Eastern Areas {Ministeriam fiir die besetzten 
Ostgebiete — "‘Ostministeriiim/^ for short), which was to be 
charged with the management of civil affairs in occupied 
Soviet territories and the Baltic states. ^ 

Up to this time, as we have seen,"’ Rosenberg had been for 
the most part ignored in the dispensation of offices in the 
Third Reich. All other Nazi paladins had firmly ensconced 
themselves in both party and state positions of powxr. True, 
he was still editor of the Volkischer Beobachter; he was the 
guardian of National Socialist ideology; and he was yet chief 
of the Parly’s Aussenpolitisches Amt. In the field of foreign 
affairs, he had been frustrated at every turn. His APA had 
shrunk to the dimensions of a newspaper-clipping house. In¬ 
activity provided ample opportunity to nurse his grievances. 
Shortly after Ribbentrop’s appointment as foreign minister, 
Rosenberg had written a bitter letter to Hitler, complaining 
of the choice and of his own exclusion from the hastily impro¬ 
vised (but congenitally moribund) Secret Cabinet Council.’"' 
Thereafter, extensions of Rosenberg’s powers were ambushed 
hy the new foreign minister and his career Foreign Office 
associates.’'" 
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When the war began, however, more promising vistas 
opened to the Baltic theoretician. Early in 1939 his APA 
came in touch with the Norwegian fascist leader, Vidkun 
Quisling, and undertook close collaboration with him. Quis¬ 
ling’s most promising stalwarts were brought to Germany and 
entered into a special training program in Rosenberg’s Foreign 
Policy Training School of the Party (Aussenpolitisches 
Schulungshaus der NSDAP)"^ in Berlin. Late in the year, 
Rosenberg succeeded in arranging for Quisling an audience 
with Hitler himself—a meeting which proved portentous for 
all parties, and which resulted in Rosenberg’s assuming tem¬ 
porary but considerable influence over the course of German 
policy in Scandinavia.^ In the spring of 1940, as German 
armies overran the Low Countries, Rosenberg was given 
charge of a minor spoliative expedition, the Einsatzstab 
Rosenberg —a special Party military team which looted “Jew¬ 
ish” art treasures, libraries, and cultural institutions in the 
Low Countries and France. It was a minor task, but Rosenberg 
fell upon it with great administrative zeal. 

Far greater spoliative duties were in store for him, how¬ 
ever, in 1941. Rosenberg’s new appointment on April 20 por¬ 
tended an enormous curtailment of Foreign Office activities in 
Eastern Europe, and a massive enlargement of his own. Even 
before the Russian invasion began, Rosenberg evinced no in¬ 
clination to permit Foreign Office participation in the future 
affairs of his new phantom empire. 

Early in April, Ribbentrop hastily had formed, within the 
Wilhelmstrasse, his own Russia Committee." His own “spe¬ 
cialist” on Soviet matters, Georg Wilhelm Grosskopf, was 
busied with the construction of hypothetical Foreign Office 
branch agencies. When the time came, these would be spread 
through Ruthenia, the Ukraine, the Caucasus, White Russia, 
the Baltic states, and Great Russia itself. But Rosenberg totally 
rejected this bid for direct Wilhelmstrasse participation in 
Russian affairs.^* On June 19, only hours before the first 
Panzer division was scheduled to move eastward, Rosenberg 
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served final notice upon the Foreign Office—Ribbentrop’s and 
Grosskopf’s plan for on-the-spot Foreign Office consultants 
and observers in Russia was summarily rejected. Instead, the 
foreign minister was to release large numbers of his Russia 
specialists and place them at Rosenberg’s disposal. As Gross- 
kopf reported to Ribbentrop on that day: 

Rcichsminister Rosenberg particularly emphasized that, in so far 
as the determination of future political conditions in the Eastern area 
was concerned, he had the express mandate of the Fiihrer. ... At the 
present time this mandate was unlimited, and he intended to shape 
political conditions according to his instructions. Thus he could admit 
of no influence whatsoever to the Foreign Office. At such lime as 
independent stales with their own governments were formed there, 
the Foreign Office naturally would enter into its own rights."" 

Judiciously husbanding his new prerogatives, Rosenberg 
had set out to construct, in a matter of weeks, a new ministry 
which would, alone, seek to administer the vast reaches of the 
Soviet empire which Hitler’s armies would conquer for him. 
The very idea of such a poor administrator suddenly assuming 
the job which, for the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party of Russia itself, had proved gargantuan, came as a shock 
to even such an amateur as Ribbentrop.^’ Rosenberg drew upon 
the personnel resources of other Reich ministries to staff his 
own mammoth organization. But, as one of his associates has 
recalled, most important posts were filled either with mediocre 
discards from other hard-pressed ministries, or else with “big 
guns,” whose real ambitions were to seize power for their own 
agencies over specific divisions in Rosenberg’s ministry.’' 
Some Foreign Office men, it is true, were given leave and were 
detailed to Rosenberg’s staff. But there were not to be any 
Foreign Office advisory representatives with tlie Ostministe- 
rium. Over Rosenberg’s strong protests to the Fiihrer, such 
representatives did march with the army groups on June 22, 
and did report back to the Wilhelmstrasse, but they went 
chiefly as observers, with no authority over substantive aspects 
of civil occupation policy.”' 
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The swift movement of events after June 22, 1941, now 
tlireatened both Ribbentrop and the Foreign Office with the 
prospect of cumulative isolation from the arena of “broad” 
policy-making which was becoming increasingly occupied by 
other Reich agencies and personalities. The foreign minister 
was not long in sensing this new state of affairs. In the decisive 
Fiihrer conference of July 16 (attended by Rosenberg, Keitel, 
and Goring), which laid down the initial basic lines of Ger¬ 
man occupation policy and the character of Rosenberg’s civil 
administration in the East, the foreign minister had been con¬ 
spicuously absent.'' Delicate tasks of diplomacy, of course, 
still remained to absorb his dynamic attention; the most im¬ 
portant now was to maneuver Japan into the war against 
Russia. But additional lightning German military successes, 
and the achievement of the “final goal” of world domination, 
were no longer such welcome prospects for the foreign min¬ 
ister. As he at that time confided to his one career-service inti¬ 
mate, Friedrich Gaus, the logical corollary of such a German 
victory would be that Hitler would no longer have need of a 
foreign policy “in the old sense,” nor of a foreign minister 
either, for that matter.'* His customary zeal and outward op¬ 
timism remained unabated. “It is characteristic of our rattle¬ 
brained political leaders,” wrote Hassell on August 22, “that 
on June 28 Ribbentrop told him [Werner von Hentig] that. . . 
in two weeks one would shake hands with the Japanese in 
Novorossisk (he meant Novosibirsk)!”^ But his complaints 
of losing jurisdictional competence grew in volume, culminat¬ 
ing (late in July 1941) in a tempestuous scene with the 
Fiihrer—a scene of extraordinary bitterness. As he told an 
American official after the war: 

1 had a great deal of difficulty, and I asked to resign, and the Fiihrer 
had accepted my resignation, but then after he had—he was not well— 
and so I asked him personally to take back the resignation. . . . 

Q. Wliat do you mean, “he was not well?” 

A. He asked me then—^he was not very well with his head. He had 
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something—he asked me whether I wanted to—1 was his most difficult 
subordinate . . . and that I hurt his health, and so on; and so 1 was 
very much moved, and I asked him jDersonally to take hack the resig¬ 
nation, and so I stayed in office.'" 

G. M. Gilbert, the Niirnberg prison psychiatrist, discovered 
that the mention of the year 1941 to the former foreign min¬ 
ister elicited the most powerful emotional reactions, “[we] 
must. . . recall,” he wrote, ‘‘that 1941 was the year in which 
Ribbentrop’s father died, as well as the year in which the 
violent scene with Hitler occurred. Panicked at the threat of 
losing favor, or of causing the mighty Fiihrer’s collapse, Rib- 
bentrop had given his word of honor never to question his 
judgment again.”" The Foreign Minister and the Fiihrer were 
evidently ill for some days after this trying scene. The offer 
of resignation was never repeated. 



VI 


CHANGE 
AND DECAY 


On Thursday morning, May 20, 1942, two special trains 
pulled into the Frankfurt am Main railroad station. On them 
were the first 400 German diplomats and their families to be 
repatriated from the western hemisphere. The Americas 
were now at war with Nazi Germany; for more than four 
months these diplomats had been interned, and then were 
transported to Lisbon on the Swedish liner Drottningholm, 
From there trains had carried them on the last lap of their 
journey home to the Third Reich, Other trains bringing 200 
more were still en route. 

The Frankfurt railroad station had been gaily decorated 
for this occasion. Banners of the Reich hung from pylons and 
steel girders, surrounded by freshly-cut evergreen boughs. 
Down the platform, and out to the station gates, honor guards 
of the SA formed human chains to restrain the throngs of 
onlookers who pressed inward to see the homecomers. 

These were the diplomatic veterans of the war in the West. 
“All of them,” wrote the Volkischer Beobachter^ “mission 
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chiefs, military attaches, officials and employees, secretaries 
and assistants, have returned home . . . after a bitter quiet war 
against the war-criminal policy of Roosevelt and his Jews.”' 
There were important men in the group—the former Wash¬ 
ington Charge d’Aflaires Dr. Hans Thomsen; the Washington 
Military Attache, General of the Artillery von Botlicher; Min¬ 
isters Reinebeck and Dittler, from their South American posts. 
State Secretary Ernst von Weizsacker was on hand to greet 
them and, in the Biirgersaal des Romers, later in the day, he 
had words to say to them of their homeland, and of its virtues 
which contrasted so strikingly with the vices of the Western 
democratic world they had left: 

You have survived the slorm. With uplifted heads you have done 
your work, untroubled by death and the devil, inwardly serene in your 
faith in Germany and its leader. If, across the ocean and under the 
barrage of hostile propaganda and lies, you have survived; if you have 
observed our enemies conducting their war of words, you will discover 
that here in Germany there prevails a war of deeds. Here you see no 
“American way of life”; here is the good German way of doing 
things. Here you see no deliberations in committees; here is leader¬ 
ship. Here you will hear no “fireside chats” [Plaudereien arri Aomin] ,• 
here are initiative, decisions, commands, aggressiveness, and blows at 
the enemy. . . . We disregard everything but our Fiihrer; his will is 
ours, his confidence in victory is our faith in victory." 

These Ribbeiitropian comments, dutifully expressed by 
Weizsacker, were not in the state secretary’s usual style, nor 
were they sober reflections. But they contained elements of 
truth. Had he been less discreet, he might have been more 
explicit about the actual effects of the Fiihrer principle in the 
Foreign Office itself. “Initiative, decisions, commands, aggres¬ 
siveness” were, it is true, the order of the day for German 
diplomacy. There were “committees” in the Foreign Office; 
but their “deliberations,” except in a tactical sense, were of 
little importance—the more so because of the deep and widen¬ 
ing rift between the foreign minister and his huge official 
apparatus in Berlin. 
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Actually, eleven interdepartmental “country committees” 
were established in the Foreign Office during the war years/ 
But beyond providing a wartime haven for otherwise idle re¬ 
patriated ambassadors and ministers, they were concerned 
chiefly with propaganda matters. In 1943 and 1944, for ex¬ 
ample, the America Committee {Amerika Ausschuss)^ under 
instructions from Ribbenlrop, busied itself with a discussion 
of means to campaign, via radio, against Roosevelt in the 
then imminent presidential election.* As for the Russia Com¬ 
mittee, headed by Graf von der Schulenburg, the following 
colloquy between one of its members and an American inter¬ 
rogator after the war, is of interest: 

Q. Did you not form some kind of a so-called Russian CominitUx! ? 

A. There was a Russia (^oininitlee, over which Schulenburg pre¬ 
sided. [It] very seldom had a session, and had little influence, in fact 
almost none. 

Q. So the work was done in the various divisions without the Com¬ 
mittee? 

A, Rut there was no Russian policy. 

Q. But did not the Foreign Office work out plans as to what to do 
with Russia after the war? 

A. I can’t remember having taken part in this planning.'" 

Later, in April, 1943, the foreign minister was to create a 
Europe Committee which, under his supervision, was to “col¬ 
lect and prepare data to be used for the future settlement of 
the European New Order.”' Teams, working under the direc¬ 
tion of Professor Friedrich Berber, a special adviser to Rib- 
bentrop. Ambassador Emil von Rintelen and Ambassador Paul 
Karl Schmidt (of the Press Division) were established to be¬ 
gin preparatory work, investigating such problems as the 
nature of a “legal settlement in the future realization of the 
European New Order.” But, as in the Russia Committee, 
the career diplomats had little authority to do anything; in¬ 
deed, the foreign minister’s decree establishing it made this 
clear from the beginning: “For the time being, there will be no 
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elaboration on definite plans for the reshaping of Europe as a 
whole.”' The Committee’s work “would proceed from the view¬ 
point that in the future Greater Germany’s relations with indi¬ 
vidual European countries will be either of a close or of a 
loose nature.” Concerning the future New Order, Ribbentrop 
had even less to say: “To make more detailed reference to 
the political structure of the future Europe is as yet out of the 
question.” The Committee’s chief purpose was to be that of 
emphasizing “general formulations,” and to foster a “com¬ 
monly shared fear” of a “Bolshevik” victory—a fear which 
might “prove an effective asset in preparing the European 
nations for the necessity of a future New Order.”' Like the 
Russia Committee, the Europe Committee floundered in a 
never-never land of directionless speculation, seldom meeting 
as a group; the burden of long-range “postwar” planning re¬ 
mained in the hands of the Fiihrer. 

The paralysis of the Berlin headquarters, a consequence of 
the physical split between Ribbentrop and the Wilhelmstrasse, 
became evident in day-to-day foreign-policy planning. Daily 
ministerial conferences became largely absorbed with propa¬ 
ganda questions. A pervasive fear of decision-making perme- 
ate'd the office. As an Italian diplomat in Berlin petulantly 
wrote to Mussolini in May, 1943: 

A large part of our justified complaints is due also to the fact that 
the Foreign Office works so slowly and with so much fuss: a direct 
consequence of the set-up of that Ministry. [Its] main office in Beilin 
which, according to the wishes of the Minister, extends its sphere of 
competence more and more to comprise all fields, is like the upper 
part of a funnel which becomes larger and larger. However—and here 
is the drawback—the tube of the funnel always remains the same size. 
All the work must go through this narrow opening, and Ribbentrop— 
who is always at headquarters far away from Berlin—wants to control 
it personally, with the aid of a very few trusted co-workers. Since 
nobody at the Foreign Office in Berlin dares to make any decisions, 
problems are solved with great delay, and the execution of orders is 
insufficiently controlled." 
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The Foreign Office’s wartime tasks, after 1942, had become 
almost wholly ancillary to those of other agencies of the Third 
Reich. The extermination of the European Jews;" the forcible 
importation of slave labor from France, Eastern Europe, and 
the Soviet Union; the recruitment of Waffen-SS units—albeit 
less “Nordic” than would have been desirable—to fight in 
the “common battle” against Bolshevism in satellite or occu¬ 
pied countries; the extradition of political prisoners from 
satellite countries to German occupation camps—tasks such 
as these occupied the attention of the Foreign Office when their 
accomplishment entailed negotiations with other governments, 
or when their implementation was deemed likely to have seri¬ 
ous “foreign policy consequences.” ’ 

Since the foreign minister was, from all evidences, a broad 
constructionist in his conception of the domain affected by 
foreign-policy considerations, much of the Foreign Office’s 
activities were devoted to jurisdictional disputes, the purpose 
of which was to enlarge this domain. As Walter Hewel once 
remarked to one F^oreign Office colleague, Hitler had observed 
on one occasion that, if Ribbentrop had his way, the German 
railroads, too, should come under the Wilhelmstrasse’s juris¬ 
diction because they, after all, sold tickets valid outside the 
Reich. ■ Joseph Goebbels wrote in his diary on November 14, 
1943: 

I had a heavy set-to with Ribbentrop today about our propaganda 
section in France. Ribbentrop claims that F'rance must be regarded 
as a foreign country and not as a defeated state because it has a chief 
of state and a prime minister. Consequently, only the Foreign Office 
has a right to political activity there. ... It is amazing with what 
fanaticism the Foreign Office and especially Ribbentrop deal with 
questions of such subsidiary importance, whereas they simply push 
aside questions of great moment."* 

Baron Steengracht, later Ribbentrop’s state secretary, observed 
after the war that “at least 60 per cent” of the foreign min¬ 
ister’s time during the war was used for quarrels of this 
character.'* 
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For the most part these struggles were not so much over 
the substance of policy as over the procedural issue of who 
was to implement already-established policies. In broad meas¬ 
ure, Ribbentrop accepted the avowed policy of Hitler and 
Himmler to exterminate the Jews, delegating to his most vig¬ 
orous and competent subordinates the task of facilitating the 
“final settlement” of this question. 

A macabre memorandum prepared by Undersecretary 
Woermann on March 1,1941, indicates the kind of considera¬ 
tions which prompted the Foreign Office occasionally to make 
“realistic” distinctions in the implementation of anti-Jewish 
measures. Reviewing the Wilhelmstrasse’s attitude toward do¬ 
mestic action against foreign Jews resident in Germany, 
Woermann noted that such measures could only be taken by 
internal Reich autliorities after previous agreement with the 
Foreign Office “in each individual case.” The Foreign Office, 
wrote Woermann, objected to such action against American 
Jews at that time since there were few of them resident in 
Germany and since such action would only give the United 
States government a pretext for inlervention. “However,” 
wrote Woermann, “it can be stated in advance that no objec¬ 
tion for political reasons exists as far as measures against 
Hungarian Jews or Jews from the Balkan countries are con¬ 
cerned.” Ribbentrop’s own role in the extermination of East¬ 
ern European Jews requires little documentation, but is 
evident from the following memorandum of Undersecretary 
Luther, September 28,1942: “The Foreign Minister directed 
me today by telephone to expedite, as far as possible, the 
evacuation of Jews from the various European countries since 
it is a proven fact that the Jews are indulging everywhere in 
anti-German propaganda and are responsible for acts of sabo¬ 
tage and attempted outrages. After speaking briefly on the 
present evacuation of Jews from Slovakia, Croatia, Rumania 
and the occupied territories, the Foreign Minister ordered 
that the Bulgarian, Hungarian and Danish governments be 
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approached in order to start the evacuation of Jews from these 
countries.”' 

These undertakings prompted increasingly close collabora¬ 
tion with the Reichssicherheitshauptamt, the central admin¬ 
istrative agency of Himmler’s vast SS apparatus, which was 
initially under the direction of Reinhard Heydrich and later, 
Ernst Kaltenbrunner. Moreover, as the war progressed, in 
German embassies, legations, and consulates abroad, agents of 
the RSHA, disguised variously as trade attaches and scientific 
experts, began to make their appearance—“police attaches,” 
whose functions were chiefly those of violent men: intelligence, 
subversion, and sabotage. By October, 1943, more than 70 
such police attaches, disguised in various habiliments, were 
detailed to German missions in neutral or cobelligerent coun¬ 
tries. In October, 1944, an incomplete listing of RSHA 
counterintelligence officials in neutral countries alone ac¬ 
counted for an additional 26. " 

The greater part of routine Foreign Office work in matters 
requiring liaison with Himmler’s RSHA was cleared through 
Undersecretary Luther’s Abteilung Deutschland on Rauch- 
strasse. Luther, from 1941 until early 1943, normally repre¬ 
sented the Foreign Office in high-level interministerial 
conferences in Berlin with RSHA officials (although, occasion¬ 
ally, Weizsacker or his successor, Sleengracht, attended)."' 
While Luther played a decisive role in facilitating negotia¬ 
tions with the Bulgarian, Hungarian, Rumanian, and Slo¬ 
vakian governments during 1942, which led to mass deporta¬ 
tions of Jews from these countries, his Abteilung Deutschland 
kept other interested divisions regularly informed of these 
activities- Instructions from the Wilhelmstrasse to its missions 
in Sofia, Budapest, Bucharest, and Bratislava concerning these 
negotiations were prepared in Luther’s office. 


Familiarity between the SS and Ribbentrop’s ministry did 
not, however, breed mutual esteem. Before the war, relations 
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between these two agencies, while hardly intimate, had in 
some ways proved mutually profitable. The foreign minister 
and the Reichsfilhrer-SS had been on close personal terms. On 
occasion, the Wilhelmstrasse had financed various foreign- 
espionage projects of Himmler’s Gestapo and Security Police, 
receiving, in turn, valuable intelligence reports. ' Activities in 
S5-run concentration camps not infrequently evoked protests 
from foreign governments, causing some embarrassment to 
Wilhelmstrasse officials.’" Some prewar Himmler projects, 
such as abetting the Japanese Colonel Oshima’s fruitless 
schemes to assassinate Stalin," had doubtless been discreetly 
kept from the attention of the diplomats. On occasion, career 
foreign-service officials had been subjected to close scrutiny 
by Gestapo agents, and some were actually arrested."’ But 
Himmler’s interest in amateur diplomacy was never so acute, 
before the war, as to cause the foreign minister to consider 
him seriously as a rival. 

Such had been the foreign minister’s desire to ingratiate 
himself and his ministry with Party circles that occasionally 
he had pleaded with his SS colleagues to make available 
younger SS men for minor Foreign Office posts. In a letter 
dated June 6, 1942, Ribbcntrop had been explicit on this 
point. Yet Ribbentrop, despite the cordiality of his relations 
with the Reicksfahrer-SS, judiciously had refrained, through¬ 
out his tenure of office, from appointing any prominent SS per- 
^ sonality to any Foreign Office post. After 1941, when the 
I foreign minister, presumably under pressure from Hitler to 
I “activize” his ministry, had filled all his important Balkan 
I diplomatic posts with old Party (but not 55!) wheelhorses, 

I this oversight became most apparent. By 1943, German lega- 

I tions in Bucharest, Budapest, Bratislava, Zagreb, and Sofia 
had been placed in the hands of old SA brownshirts turned 
diplomats—Killinger, Jagow, Ludin, Kasche, and Beckerle."" 

As 55 power and influence spread, it, too, came to impinge 
closely upon Ribbentrop’s self-delineated sphere of foreign- 
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diplomatic activity. Much of the trouble was an inevitable 
consequence of the war, which had led to the burgeoning of SS 
intelligence networks to supplement the none-too-reliable mili¬ 
tary espionage establishment of Admiral Canaris, the OKW- 
AbwehrT In October, 1939, Ribbentrop had granted Himm¬ 
ler’s RSHA the right to attach agents of its own intelligence 
service directly to German diplomatic missions abroad. But 
like the pact between the Arab and his camel, the original 
interagency agreement had been a vague one, and caused 
some serious misunderstandings. Security Service (Sicherheits- 
dienst, known as SD) agents working abroad were to be “solely 
devoted to serving the interests of the Reich.” The scope of 
their work was virtually unlimited, covering “every field of 
public affairs other than military matters and the diplomatic 
missions,” unless, as the agreement noted, “some case of high 
treason makes intervention a legal duty.”"' Police attaches, 
nominally subordinated to diplomatic chiefs of mission, were 
to be appointed by the RSHA, and their reports, sent from 
abroad to headquarters in Berlin, were to be transported only 
when necessary by Foreign Office couriers. 

The RSHA, agreeing to this arrangement, had “assured 
the . . . Foreign Office that the SD is not engaged in any activi¬ 
ties connected with foreign policy and does not aspire to do 
so; but, by means of its forces abroad, merely maintains a 
secret service ... to be used exclusively by the Foreign Min¬ 
ister and the Foreign Office. A flood of police attaches 
poured into diplomatic missions abroad."" 

Nominally, all RSHA agents abroad came under super¬ 
vision of these police attaches after 1941. After difficulties of 
supervising the latters’ activities had developed, a special 
Himmler-Ribbentrop agreement of August 9, 1941, explicitly 
forbade them to “intervene in the internal politics of the state 
in which they operate” unless “permitted to do so by previous 
agreement of the foreign minister and the Reichsfiihrer-SS."' 
Himmler agents were thenceforth obligated to keep mission 
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chiefs currently informed of their activities which impinged 
on “foreign policy.” All correspondence between them and 
the RSHA in Berlin was to be sent through the mission chief, 
who was entitled to scrutinize it. Correspondence concerning 
“illegal” activities was to be transmitted in green, sealed en¬ 
velopes, without inspection by the mission chief, thus to ab¬ 
solve him of all responsibility for tlieir contents.^' 

But such minute “treaty” regulations did little to check the 
rapacious growth of Himmler’s foreign activities. Efforts of 
Himmler’s Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle, known as VOMI, to 
establish illegal Nazi organizations in “friendly” countries 
aroused censure from the foreign minister."’ Disregarding the 
Foreign Office, VOMI intervened in the internal affairs of 
Rumania and Croatia in 1942. It negotiated its own agree¬ 
ments with Near Eastern minority groups, even promising 
territorial concessions in return for assistance to Germany. 
Without Wilhelmstrasse knowledge it arranged official SS 
trips abroad, and brought foreign dignitaries on visits to the 
Reich.”’ Himmler personally carried on negotiations with the 
Mufti of Jerusalem and undertook to ensconce this Arab 
leader in an “office ... in the neighborhood or even in the 
building of the SS-Haiiptamt itself,” to facilitate his work of 
recruiting Moslem ffaffen-SS units in Yugoslavia.”' Himmler 
agents took to denouncing Ribbentrop’s diplomatic representa- 
tives * and, on occasion, foreign diplomats in Berlin directly 
negotiated with RSHA, by-passing the Wilhelmstrasse and 
once more arousing bitter protests from the offended foreign 
minister." 

“My Office,” Ribbentrop declared after the war, “was 
called the House of Difficulties.””' His persistent skirmishes 
with Himmler’s secret service he described as “perhaps one 
of the worst, one of the most unpleasant aspects” of his job. 
“I... never really had at my disposal all the extensive news 
which was coming from abroad.”” Frequent decisions of the 
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Fiihrer were made upon the basis of intelligence reports which 
he, Ribbentrop, had not seen in advance. 

But this was only a half truth. Even on such occasions when 
Kaltenl)runner or Schellenberg did divulge valuable espio¬ 
nage data to the foreign minister, the latter, chagrined at new 
evidence of his competitors’ skill, was moved to lavish even 
greater invective upon them. One such RSHA feat. Operation 
Cicero, which involved capture of top-secret British documents 
in Ankara, was ostentatiously belittled by Ribbentrop, who 
used it as pretext for additional remonstrances to Kalten- 
brunner against intervention in “political affairs.” On the 
same day that Police Attache Moyzisch was en route from 
Turkey to Berlin bearing his famous documents, pilfered from 
the British ambassador’s safe, he was swept into the maelstrom 
of this dispute. Ribbentrop’s state secretary, in conference 
with Kaltenbrunner, insisted on “the absolute necessity of 
having political information submitted to the Fiihrer by the 
Reich Foreign Minister.” “The Foreign Minister,” Steen- 
gracht told Kaltenbrunner, “submits to tlie Fiihrer in tlie 
original such SD reports of whose accuracy and importance 
he is convinced . . . Kaltenbrunner agreed to this with the re¬ 
mark that there were also cases in which the Fiihrer demanded 
a direct and immediate report.”"' 

The Himmler-Ribbentrop agreement of August, 1941, ex¬ 
plicitly had provided for transmittal, via the Foreign Office, 
of intelligence reports, but on condition that they be subjected 
to prior Foreign Office scrutiny. In Moyzisch’s case, however, 
Ribbentrop attempted to prevent such reports from getting into 
RSHA hands even though he had seen them in advance." Moy¬ 
zisch, in his Operation Cicero, notes that Ribbentrop sum¬ 
moned him to Berlin early in November, for consultation. But 
when his plane stopped in Sofia, a special plane comman¬ 
deered by Kaltenbrunner, was at the airport; it snatched him 
up and took him to Berlin. He was taken immediately to Kal- 
tenbrunner’s office with his documents. The SS general was 
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outraged when he learned that Ribbentrop had been conceal¬ 
ing Moyzisch’s reports from him.'' Moyzisch, who single- 
handedly had scored one of the war’s greatest espionage feats, 
was given a drubbing for submitting his captured documents, 
including minutes of the Teheran Conference, to his chief 
through proper channels. On June 17, 1944, Ribbentrop sent 
the following telegram to Papen in Ankara: 

In Telegram No. 9S5 of 13 June you forward a political report of 
Herr Moyzisch to SS-Oherfulirer Schellenberg. This action is totally 
objectionable and intolerable. Herr Moyzisch must present to you all 
information of a political nature which comes to his attention. You 
shall decide, according to your own judgment, if such reports are 
properly yours. If occasion arises, it is your job to forward such 
foreign j)olicy reports to the Foreign Olllce. Herr Moyzisch under no 
circumstances may forward such a political report as his own, to the 
Reichssicherhe.itshnuptamt. ... I rc(juest that you forthwith lecture 
Herr Moyzisch about the intolerable nature of his action, and that he 
b(; told strictly to conform to his duties in the future.'^ 


AN UNREFORMED LUTHER 

As Heinrich Himmler’s star rose, so did the still errant Martin 
Luther, undersecretary in the Foreign OlTice, gravitate toward 
it, breaking away from the orbit of Ribbentrop. State papers 
seldom tell much in themselves of the growing estrangement 
between men of political power and their subordinates. It is 
difficult for us to assess the multifarious causes of Luther’s 
estrangement from Foreign Minister Ribbentrop. Yet this ex¬ 
plosive affair, coming in the winter months of 1942-1943 may 
serve as a kind of minuscule historical watershed, because the 
German Foreign Office was never quite the same afterward. 

Luther was an ambitious, dishonorable, dishonest man. 
There is honor among thieves, and even in the hierarchy of 
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the Third Reich his reputation never could have been of the 
highest order. True, he of all Foreign Office officials most 
zealously had served Hitler’s cause of exterminating the Jews, 
but it was he also who had absconded with treasury funds from 
his local Party chest in Zehlendorf. 

This reputation for laxity in financial matters was not un¬ 
noticed by Luther’s new associates. On December 12, 1942, 
Ambassador Curt Priifer, formerly chief of the Personnel 
Division, was ordered by superiors" to check the financial and 
organizational state of the Foreign Office’s intelligence bureau 
(Informationsstelle) which Luther had established and still 
controlled. The bureau, under suspicion of having squandered 
official funds in fraudulent enterprises, was subjected to 
Priifer’s close scrutiny during the next few months, despite 
Luther’s protestations, threats, and obstructions. But the am¬ 
bassador’s searchings, thorough as they might have been, and 
although they unearthed a “most unpleasant picture of in¬ 
ternal conditions,” were not destined to be completed.'" 

It is not likely that such an investigation could have been 
undertaken without the approval of Ribbentrop. Nor could it 
have been the only element of friction between the two men. 
The insolence visited upon other higher Foreign Office digni¬ 
taries in Berlin by the foreign minister could not have been 
spared Lutlier. His office, the channel of those interminable 
and bootless squabbles between Ribbentrop and Himmler’s 
agencies, would have been most unique had it not been sub¬ 
jected to a measure of this invective. But unlike his colleagues 
from the career service, Luther was not a temperate man, and 
knew how to fight back. It could easily have occurred to him 
that, were Ribbentrop to be removed, few were better suited 
than himself to carry on the liaison diplomacy of terror which 
now was so important in the Wilhelmstrasse’s work. 

In any event, the director of Abteilung Deutschland came 
to be convinced of the necessity to remove his chief. His own 
influence in higher circles limited, Luther resorted to con- 
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spiracy with those whom he knew best in Himmler’s camp. 
Sometime in the early days of 1943, he prepared a lengthy 
memorandum, dwelling in detail upon the mental infirmities 
of his foreign minister. This done, he dispatched it to Walter 
Schellenberg of the RSHA, for presentation to Himmler as 
evidence of Ribbcntrop’s incapacity for office.“ 

But Luther, in doing this, overstepped his hounds. Even to 
the Reichsfiihrer-SS such flagrant disloyalty to a minister was 
a serious breach of the leadership principle. The report was 
brought to Ribbentrop’s attention in February, 1943: reprisals 
were swift and terrible. Luther was hastily summoned to Rib¬ 
bentrop’s headquarters at the front and arrested by Himmler’s 
police—having time only to telephone his principal colleague 
in Berlin: “It is all over for us; order two wreaths at Gricnei- 
sen’s!” (the chief Berlin undertaker’s establishment) '—and 
subsequently thrown into one of Himmler’s concentration 
camps which he, himself, had once done so much lo fill. There 
he languished until the last days of the war." 

Not content with this one measure of reprisal, the harrassed 
foreign minister used it as pretext for a shake-up in his entire 
ministry. A purge of division chiefs and their subordinates 
followed soon after, as his scythe swung in all directions. 
Luther’s Abteilung Deutschland was dissolved, as were its ap¬ 
pendages, the Information Division and the Propagandaleit- 
stelle. Their various functions were shifted to other existing 
bureaus or to hastily improvised ones. Ernst von Weizsacker, 
the state secretary, although in no way implicated in the plot, 
found himself exiled to the Vatican as ambassador; Ernst 
Woermann, Ribbentrop’s malleable Political Division chief, 
met a more singular fate, being ordered to proceed via sub¬ 
marine on a perilous 8,000-mile journey to Malaya and thence 
to China as ambassador to the Japanese puppet regime in 
Nanking. Even Friedrich Gaus, chief of the Legal Division, 
was removed." To fill the positions of these departed captains. 



THE WILHELMSTRASSE 


134 


Ribbentrop now turned to his meagre stockpile of trusted but 
insignificant subalterns. As Weizsiicker’s successor, he selected 
Baron Steengracht, the mediocre adjutant from his personal 
staff—a diplomat who, by his own later admission, had never 
before that time ‘‘presented a political report to him [Ribben¬ 
trop],”' whom Goebbels described as “"at best only a high- 
grade secretary,”'" and for whom Marlin Bormann, of the 
f'iJhrer’s Chancellery, had so little respect that he refused to 
receive the new state secretary’s courtesy call.' 

Upon the ashes of Luther’s Abteilung Deutschland arose its 
successor, Inland, an agency (but not a division) which in¬ 
herited the task of liaison with Himmler’s empire. This lime 
the foreign minister judiciously entrusted these activities to a 
minor and less colorful official than Luther—one Horst Wag¬ 
ner. His work, by explicit administrative order, was directly 
subordinated to the foreign minister himself. A former per¬ 
ennial youth leader and sports instructor, Wagner had come 
to Ribbentrop’s attention during the Berlin Olympic Games of 
1936, and had entered the Foreign Office via the usual route, 
Ribbentrop’s Dienststelle*^ 

In brief, the foreign minister had taken in his reins on the 
Berlin office more tightly than before. Henceforth, he decreed 
on March 25, “the direction of foreign propaganda is reserved 
exclusively for the foreign minister.”" Inland^s work on racial 
policy, Jewish and Freemason problems, and conscription of 
foreign “volunteers” for Germany’s armies, were “directly 
subordinated” to him.'" New encyclicals emanated from his 
Bilro RAM warning officials against future misbehavior; “The 
Foreign Minister, as he has repeatedly asserted, expects the 
greatest reserve from members of the Foreign Office, and will 
punish every case of defeatist utterances, holding transgressors 
strictly accountable. 

The Luther episode was the first open fissure to appear in 
the Foreign Office’s facade. The diplomats’ loyalty to Ribben- 
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trop now had openly been questioned. If Martin Luther could 
not be depended upon, who could be? Certainly the foreign 
minister’s reputation among his colleagues, never high, had 
reached its lowest ebb at the lime of this humiliation. 

Part of this picture has been preserved for us by the mali¬ 
cious pen of Dr. Goebbels, who zealously recorded in his diary 
such criticisms of Ribbentrop as came to his attention. Visiting 
Gbring’s Obersalzberg retreat on March 2, a house “high up 
on the mountain in an almost wintry quiet,” the propaganda 
minister had been received by the Reichsmarschall (dressed, 
as Goebbels noted, in “somewhat baroque fashion”). The two 
leaders had spent the day discussing the foibles of their va¬ 
rious associates. Goebbels wrote: 

Goering also doesn’t think much of Rlhhcntrop. He referred very 
critically to the cornjdete and obvious lack of an active foreign policy. 
He especially blames Ribbentrop for not succeeding in drawing Spain 
over to our side. . . . Ribbentrop also lacks the elegant touch in the 
handling of people. .. . Goering consistently claims that this war is 
Ribbentrop’s war, and that he never made any earnest attempt to 
achieve a modus vivemli with England, simply because he has an in¬ 
feriority complex.^'" 

The Fiihrer also, his temper strained, was giving vent to his 
feelings about the foreign minister. At dinner with Speer and 
Goebbels on March 9, he dwelt sarcastically upon the “dis¬ 
graceful” behavior of Ribbentrop during the last air raid 
on Berlin.'" The Fiihrer’s chancellery secretaries, Bormann, 
Meissner and Lammers, also reflected in their dinner table con¬ 
versation the foreign minister’s fall from grace. To Bormann, 
the man was “too rigid to be able to spin his web in this difficult 
war situation”;" Meissner considered him a “frivolous fel¬ 
low,” “physically and mentally worn out,” not likely to sur¬ 
vive the war.’" Even the cautious Himmler spoke of his “com¬ 
pletely inflexible views.”™ 

The comments went not too far from their mark. For the 
climate of national disintegration and the strains of his work 
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had taken liberal toll of the foreign minister’s faculties. It is 
doubtful whether Luther’s libelous memorandum had unduly 
embellished the facts. Weakened by a severe attack of pneu¬ 
monia in the summer of 1943," Ribbentrop gave increasingly 
serious signs of personal disrepair. He was beset chronically 
by severe headaches, nervous tension, neuralgia, and insom¬ 
nia; he resorted increasingly to sedatives.'" To those who saw 
him, the foreign minister now appeared a much older man 
than he really was. 

“Ribbentrop,” wrote Hassell on April 20, 1943, “now has 
become completely rabid. He hates the entire old Foreign 
Office (in which I, too, found much to criticize, but for other 
reasons than Ribbentrop).” The removal of Weizsiicker, 
Woermann, and Gaus appeared to Hassell the conspirator as 
a “blow to the old officialdom.”’" 7’he foreign minister now 
was making rumblings of a more ominous sort. From a con¬ 
fidante, Hassell heard rumors that Ribbentrop “wanted forty 
S5’ men, forty SA men, and forty Hitler Youth leaders” with 
whom he could replace the older members of his ministry." A 
few months before, in the presence of a subordinate, he had 
shouted his deep regret “that the Foreign Office together with 
its entire staff had not burned down years ago.”"* Now the 
long-postponed conflagration appeared about to begin. 

But Ribbentrop was not prepared to translate his threat into 
deeds. The young Himmler stalwarts failed to appear. A new 
regime was to begin, markedly different from the old. At a 
special meeting of the higher Foreign Office officials, Ribben¬ 
trop introduced his new protege state secretary, and gave as 
reason for the latter’s appointment that he enjoyed the foreign 
minister’s “complete confidence.” The same day, in talks with 
Wilhelmstrasse division chiefs, Steengracht made it clear that 
he “intended to carry out his new task in a fundamentally 
different way” from that of his predecessor, Weizsacker. The 
latter, said Steengracht, had stayed in Berlin, and thus had 
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lost touch with Ribbentrop. This had only produced conflict 
and misunderstandings. He, Steengracht, would behave differ¬ 
ently, He would spend half of his time with the foreign min¬ 
ister, the other half on the Wilhelmstrasse, Good will and 
“other-directedness,” apparently, would conquer all, for, as 
Steengracht observed to the Legal Division’s new chief, the 
one way for the Foreign Office once more to “influence gov¬ 
ernmental policy” would be by “constantly improving per¬ 
sonal relationships with leading personalities, especially 
[those in] SS and Party circles, so that one would be con¬ 
stantly informed about their views and intentions,” “ The new 
state secretary was by no means an indomitable man;"' the 
unexpected honor of his new job weighed heavily upon his 
shoulders. He had taken it with the most serious of misgivings, 
and few expected him to demonstrate, in it, much independ¬ 
ence of mind,"" 

Several other noncareer officials were appointed to Foreign 
Office posts at this time. Dr. Franz Alfred Six of Himmler’s 
RSHA succeeded Twardowski as chief of the Cultural Divi¬ 
sion;" Karl Megerle, a Ribbentrop favorite and diplomatic 
correspondent of the Berliner Borsenzeitung, became the for¬ 
eign minister’s permanent deputy for propaganda questions.'' 
Gerhard Riihle, a Party jack-of-all-trades and former deputy 
1o Twardowski, was appointed head of the ministry’s new 
Radio Division."' 

Thus five of the Foreign Office’s units— Inland, Radio, 
Press, Cultural Affairs, and Personnel—were in the hands of 
imported Ribbentrop proteges. These were now his “activist” 
divisions, concerned chiefly with the manipulalion of opinion 
and the extermination and deportation of men. Subordinated 
de facto directly to the foreign minister, their tasks were to 
search out new means of “winning the war.” Were they doing 
their job adequately? State Secretary Steengracht did not 
think so. In July, 1944, in a long memorandum to Ribbentrop, 
he expounded his views about the Foreign Office’s future role 
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in the war. A new “operational division” now was called for, 
he wrote. It would “coordinate men, ideas, and actions for the 
purpose of utilizing all possibilities for winning the war by 
[means of] a clever foreign policy.”"' Martin Luther, he wrote, 
had “clearly realized that this was a weak spot in our organi¬ 
zation,” hut, unfortunately, Abteilung Deutschland had failed 
“because of the character of its chief” and “because the clear 
aim of winning the war was not emphasized.” 

“The present vacuum,” Steengracht continued, “is danger¬ 
ous.” “The more tense the war situation becomes, the more 
marked the tendency to find some odicial scapegoat.” His pro¬ 
posed new division—a frantic affair—would leave no stone 
unturned; it would be charged with a “fanatical” search for 
projects which might “save the life of even one German sol¬ 
dier.” It would “collaborate” with German missions abroad, 
“or the 55, 5Z), et cetera,” “even with German minorities,” in 
efforts to find projects. It would, finally, so act as to “inspire 
the entire staff of the Foreign Office” and to “eliminate un¬ 
reliable and weakening individuals.”"’ 

“Such an agency,” he concluded, “must express the fanat¬ 
ical and dogged determination of the [Foreign] Office to make 
a decisive contribution to victory.” Contributions, he sug¬ 
gested, might include “the staging of a spectacular trial of 
American bomber airmen [in France],” “the trial and execu¬ 
tion of sentences to be left to the French”; employing “minor¬ 
ity group leaders in Rumania and Hungary” to “still better 
use”; and inspiring local non-German populations in Europe— 
the excitable Italians particularly—with the horror of possible 
Communist lootings which inevitably would follow a German 
evacuation."" 

It is not known how the foreign minister took to Steen- 
gracht’s bold new program; the division never materialized, 
however. It did not matter; tasks which Steengracht might 
have assigned to it were carried out by existing agencies. 
Abteilung Deutschland*s unfinished diplomatic project of ex- 
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terminating the East European Jews was carried forward 
vigorously by Wagner’s Inland section.' In April, 1944, an 
anti-Jewish propaganda agency {Antijiidische Aktionsstelle) 
was set up, under Minister Rudolf Schleier, a former Nazi 
agent provocateur,' to “strengthen and intensify anti-Jewish 
information work abroad through the coordination of all de¬ 
partmental specialists concerned with anli-Jewish information, 
and by intensifying Foreign Office collaboration with anti- 
Jewish agencies outside the Foreign Office.”"" All missions 
abroad were instructed to appoint one of their members—if 
possible, the cultural attache—as “Jewish specialist.” The 
anti-Jewish agency’s officials edited anti-Semitic newspapers, 
organized conferences of “Jewish specialists,” and used their 
office as clearing house for information on Jewish personalities 
abroad. The Foreign Office, particularly Inland, continued to 
advise Himmler’s RSHA on tactics governing Jewish deporta¬ 
tions in the East."* 

With these changes, any pretense of rationality in the 
Foreign Office’s structure had disappeared. The center of 
gravity which once had been in the state secretary’s office and 
in the “core” of traditional divisions—Political, Legal, and 
Economic Affairs—now was gone. Around this core had 
grown a vast and loose undergrowth of new divisions, agencies, 
and Sonderrefcrate, carrying out divers tasks, many of which 
could hardly have been considered to have much to do with 
diplomacy in its usual sense. The chain of command, ema¬ 
nating from the foreign minister, which until 1940 had 
stretched through State Secretary Weizsacker’s office and 
thence to the division level, now had rusted and virtually dis¬ 
appeared. Ribbentrop now had arrogated to himself direct 
control over much of the day-to-day division work; he had few 
illusions about the competence of his new state secretary, even 
denying him the power of deputizing for him if the occasion 
should arise."" Now one could, at best, speak merely of threads 
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of command, interweaving in all directions through a con¬ 
fusing maze of bureaus. Top-heavy with special ministers, 
ambassadors-at-large, personal Referenten, and liaison officers 
(all of whom were directly responsible to the foreign min¬ 
ister), the Wilhelmstrasse in some ways was an “office” only 
in a figurative sense. " For some older diplomats, and a few 
younger ones, a focus of sentimental unity had persisted until 
April, 1943, by virtue of Weizsiicker’s presence—a reminder 
of olden times. But now he, too, was gone; Steengracht, his 
colorless successor, was hardly capable of symbolizing any¬ 
thing, least of all the traditions of the Foreign Office. His daily 
directors’ conferences became immersed in propaganda ques¬ 
tions; and while perhaps he tolerated in them more frank 
criticism of Ribbentrop’s policies than had his predecessor,'' it 
was a toleration arising out of his own weakness of character. 

It would be difficult, however, to agree with Hassell that 
Ribbentrop’s personnel changes early in 1943 had been much 
of a “blow” to the “old officialdom.” Ribbentrop’s young men 
now controlled all new divisions. But the traditional three 
“core” divisions continued to be the exclusive resort of the 
older career diplomats. Woermann and Gaus had been re¬ 
moved, but their places had been taken by Andor Hencke and 
Erich Albrecht, both of whom were experienced career service 
officers of Weimar days. Division Chief Wiehl of the Eco¬ 
nomic Affairs Division continued in his post—an indispen¬ 
sable technician. The three divisions were exclusively manned 
by pre-Ribbentrop officials. ” 

As this minor Foreign Office “purge” proceeded, the tide of 
battle was turning decisively against the Axis powers. On 
February 3, 1943, the encircled Sixth German Army of Gen¬ 
eral von Paulus capitulated at Stalingrad. On May 7, German 
and Italian troops surrendered in Tunis. The way now was 
open for an Allied invasion of Italy, and American troops 
landed in Sicily on July 10. Two months later they had pene- 
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trated Axis defenses in southern Italy. On September 8, Mus¬ 
solini overthrown, a new Italian government under Badoglio 
capitulated to Allied forces. 

The Thousand-Year Reich was now disintegrating and so, 
in microcosm, was its Foreign Office. Beginning on November 
22, 1943 (during the Teheran Conference), a series of gigan¬ 
tic Allied night air attacks struck Berlin with unprecedented 
force. The first of these was aimed at the heart of the German 
capital; it struck the ministerial quarter in a vast arc extend¬ 
ing from Potsdamerplatz on the south, to the Zoo and Tier- 
garten in the north. With strange fortune, the Fiihrer’s Chan¬ 
cellery on tl)e Wilhelmstrasse escaped great damage, as did 
Goebbcls’s Ministry of Propaganda nearby, and Rosenberg’s 
Ostministerium. “The devil, who seems to be ruling the world, 
protected them,” Hassell wrote in his diary."" 

But divine instrumentalities did not spare the Foreign 
Office, nor many of the embassies and legations which lay 
about it. Wilhelmstrasse No. 74 was demolished to its first 
storey; the foreign minister’s own official residence, the former 
palace of the Reich president, likewise was burned. For many 
hours fire lines barricaded the street; all but high Party and 
ministerial officials were barred from access to the street next 
morning, as the fires continued to rage. More raids followed, 
through December. 

One by one, the ancient Foreign Office buildings were 
ground to rubble. Deep in reinforced concrete bunkers below 
them, and in special quarters underneath the nearby Adlon 
Hotel, the top officials of Ribbentrop’s ministry carried on 
their work. Paul Otto Schmidt, once Hitler’s interpreter and 
now chief of Ribbentrop’s Biiro RAM, has recalled that ter¬ 
rible winter, when, during respites from air attack, work could 
be carried on above ground: “The majestic crystal chandeliers 
were turned into fountains when it rained or snowed; pools of 
water lay on the thick carpets; the cold penetrated the hastily 
repaired windows. We worked in our hats and coats.”"' 
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The evacuation of the diplomats began. In the autumn of 
1943, peripheral offices of the Wilhelmstrasse, together with 
their files, were moved out of the capital to somewhat safer 
havens. After that winter, only a skeleton staff remained in 
Berlin. Much of the Foreign Office emigrated southeast, to 
Krumnihubel, a Silesian mountain resort near the old Czech 
border. Some offices were moved as far to the southwest as 
Lake Constance, near the Swiss border, and Bavaria and 
Thuringia. ‘ 

But the end was not yet. Few Foreign Office officials took the 
course chosen by I^egalion Counselor Eduard von Selzam who, 
in his own words, “disgusted with the atmosphere of the Of¬ 
fice,” voluntarily resigned in October, 1943. He told an Amer¬ 
ican official later: 

The employees of the Foreign Office were subdued by the terror of 
National Socialism, and only a very few had enough strength of char¬ 
acter and were in a position to commit sabotage without endangering 
themselves or their families. ... In addition to the terror, the thought 
that the regime and its acts would probably soon collapse through a 
military revolt might have been considered important by some. 
Finally, there might have been some of them who were capable of 
compromising with their conscience for opportunistic reasons; a few 
might have had no conscience at all."^" 

Some did have that “strength of character” of which Selzam 
spoke. But, as he noted, it was a very few. Since the beginning 
of the war, a group of younger foreign-service officials, nota¬ 
bly Adam von Trott zu Solz, Hans Bernd von Haften, Gottfried 
von Nostitz, Albrecht von Kessel, Herbert Blankenhorn, and 
Theo Kordt, had secretly joined with the Army-dominated 
conspiracy against Hitler. Along with Werner von der Schu- 
lenburg, the former ambassador to Moscow, and Ulrich von 
Hassell, they comprised the Foreign Office’s contribution to 
this ill-starred venture.’'* 

Weizsacker, the state secretary, was not closely associated 
with this conspiracy. As he later noted, somewhat preten- 
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tiously, in his memoirs, “I was not an initiate of such a group. 
My constant work lay in foreign policy obstruction.”"' By 
means of his personnel policy, however, he had afforded com¬ 
fort to some of these men, transferring them to strategic posts 
in neutral countries after the war had broken out. Theo Kordt, 
the former embassy counselor in London under Dirksen, was 
sent to Berne as legation counselor. With him in the Swiss 
capital were Blankenhorn and Selzam himself. In Geneva, for 
the greater part of the war, were Consul General Krauel, 
Nostilz, and Kessel, Others were scattered through various 
missions in other neutral capitals. Trott (a former Rhodes 
scholar and member of the Kreisauer Kreis, an important 
circle of the conspirators), Hassell, and Schulenburg were the 
only significant Foreign Office conspirators who spent the 
grcaler pari of the war, after 1941, in Germany. They alone 
played at all a major role in the plot. Yet through the Berne 
legation and through occasional trips by Gisevius and Trott 
to Switzerland, Western espionage circles were kept aware 
both of the conspiracy’s existence and of its members’ activi- 
lies. 

When measured against the German army’s contribution to 
the plot, however, that of the Foreign Office was modest in¬ 
deed. After 1941, when Erich Kordt departed for Japan, no 
active higher Foreign Office official in Berlin had been directly 
involved. Hassell, of course, had been on inactive reserve and 
in virtual retirement since 1938. Schulenburg, outside of his 
chairmanship of the abortive Foreign Office Russia Commit¬ 
tee, held no policy-making position after 1941. Trott, possibly 
the most active, was also the youngest, and held only minor 
posts in the Foreign Office (serving as specialist on American 
and Far Eastern affairs in the Information Division and, later, 
as expert on prisoner-of-war affairs)."^ 

But when the conspiracy finally came to its tragic climax on 
July 20, 1944, immediate reprisals were visited upon the 
Foreign Office as a whole. Hassell, Schulenburg, Haften, and 
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Briicklrneier, a disenchanted Ribbentrop protege, were ar¬ 
rested by the Gestapo, tortured, summarily tried, and exe¬ 
cuted. During his trial, when asked by the Nazi Judge Freisler 
to describe the Foreign Office’s attitude toward the Nazi re¬ 
gime, Trott replied that it would have been an easier task to 
count the “reliable” than the “unreliable” elements in it; 60 
per cent of the Foreign Office was unreliable/ 

Trott exaggerated the case, but his testimony before Judge 
Freisler did not escap)e Hitler’s attention. The full fury of 
reprisals for the July 20 plot turned primarily against the 
“reactionary generals”; but the diplomats, too, were not en¬ 
tirely to escape. The Foreign Office never had enjoyed the 
Fiihrer’s full confidence; now it stood charged with high 
treason, in the image of the handful of diplomats so sum¬ 
marily slain by Hitler’s Peoples Court and police. 

Had twelve years of Nazification failed, in this “world his¬ 
torical crisis,” to imbue the Fiihrcr’s diplomats with that 
passionate loyalty which had been so lacking in them before 
1933? Gauleiter Bohle, at least, thought so. And in September, 
1944, he dutifully undertook to inform Himmler of this. Of 
690 higher officials in the foreign service, he wrote, more than 
600 still stubbornly espoused creeds alien to the true Ger¬ 
manic faith—506 confessed to the Protestant Church, 119 to 
the Roman Catholic. Only 64 professod to being gottgldubig — 
to being of that atheistic cult which could admit of belief in 
the ancient Valhalla gods whom Wagner had resurrected and 
whom Himmler, in his Nordic piety, worshipped. Bohle wrote 
ingratiatingly: 

As for the Gottgldubig, they arc for the most part those young officials 
who have come from the Party or the Hitler Youth, and who have 
been admitted only during the last few years. The confessional con¬ 
nections of our diplomatic and consular officials, as 1 see it, have 
contributed ... to an inner rejection of National Socialism. It is un¬ 
deniable that these religious affiliations among our diplomats con¬ 
tribute in considerable measure to a weakening of their ability to 
perform in times of crisis."^ 



CHANGE AND DECAY 


145 


If, as Trott had testified, 60 per cent of the Foreign Office 
personnel were “unreliable,” Bohle’s estimates were far 
higher. In the fall of 1944, all diplomats with foreign wives 
were ordered pensioned.'^'* Still more drastic cuts followed. In 
December, 150 higher Foreign Office officials were ordered 
discharged. Lammers conveyed these unhappy tidings from 
the Fiihrer to Ribbentrop. According to a memorandum Lam¬ 
mers prepared on December 13 lor a conversation with the 
foreign minister, all officials with “international ties” were to 
be purged, as were all those related to “Jewish half-Aryans.” 
Civil-service regulations providing for an interim period of 
service before pensioning were to be suspended. " 

The implications of this purge of his Foreign Office were 
not lost upon Ribbentrop. As he later told an American in¬ 
terrogator, Hitler “now wanted the Office to be quite small, 
and me at the head of it only as a sort of body which was to 
advise him or to be ready for diplomatic missions.” “That,” 
he complained, “was the whole conception of the Fiihrer of 
my Foreign Office.”"' Out of favor at Hitler’s court and de¬ 
spised by his colleagues, the foreign minister now was witness¬ 
ing the impending dissolution of his entire apparatus. In 
September, a subordinate, Emil von Rintelen, was commis¬ 
sioned to prepare a lengthy eulogistic memorandum testifying 
to the indispensability of the entire Foreign Office which Rib¬ 
bentrop himself so detested, but whose continuation was so 
necessary to the conservation of his own rapidly dwindling 
power. In a preface to this report, Rintelen wrote: 

The Foreign Office, both in its structure and its organization, is so 
arranged that it stands at the Foreign Minister’s disposal as a com¬ 
pact, unified instrument, making possible for him the fulfillment of 
the following duties incumbent upon him: first, that of keeping him¬ 
self constantly informed—as swiftly as conditions permit—of all 
important political developments abroad, in order that he may convey 
to the Fiihrer at all times a reliable picture of the diplomatic situation; 
second, that of administering an apparatus which can guarantee the 
speedy realization of all the Fiihrer’s political schemes and decisions.""^ 
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The removal of any part of this machine, Rintelen con¬ 
cluded, would irreparably damage the whole, and impair “the 
responsible conduct of Reich foreign policy.”' From Ribben- 
Irop’s aide, these were indeed belated eulogies to the efficiency 
of his Foreign Office. But they had no deterrent effect upon the 
Fiihrer’s determination to smash the administrative apparatus 
which he believed had betrayed him. 

There are few published materials available today from 
which we may piece together a coherent picture of the last days 
of the Nazi Foreign Office. In all likelihood such a task would 
not prove a rewarding one. Its buildings ravaged, its ranks 
depleted by war, treason, and administrative curtailments, its 
remaining offices scattered across the length and breadth of 
what remained of the Third Reich, the Wilhelmstrasse now 
persisted only in a figurative sense. 

From known facts we may surmise certain others. As was 
his wont, Ribbenlrop seems to have remained with Hitler’s 
entourage through most of this last winter of discontent. The 
foreign minister had been with the Fiihrer at Rastenburg in 
East Prussia during the attempted July 20 assassination. Ob¬ 
servers at the Fiihrer’s quarters on that frantic day recalled 
Ribbentrop’s humiliation in the agitated tea party which fol¬ 
lowed the attack on Hitler’s life. When Goring attempted to 
strike him with his field marshal’s baton and reportedly ad¬ 
dressed him, with vituperation, without using the full luster 
of the foreign minister’s name, Ribbentrop had dodged and 
cried, “I am still Foreign Minister and my name is von Rib¬ 
bentropHere, on the eastern front, the “court” had re¬ 
mained until late autumn. Then, on November 20, he briefly 
had returned to Berlin, staying in the capital only until De¬ 
cember 10. Then, Hitler for the last time had gone west, to 
Bad Nauheim, to direct his final gesture of military defiance— 
the Rundstedt Offensive—in the Ardennes. Finally, this hope 
exhausted, he once more returned to Berlin on January 16, 
1945, where he remained until the end.” 
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In all events, Ribbentrop was at his Wilhelmstrasse post in 
late February, for there Count Folke Bernadotte—on an 
errand of mercy—had found him, in his miraculously un¬ 
scathed office, in seemingly “excellent form” and “filled with 
the consciousness of his own importance and dignity.” For an 
hour and seven minutes (by Bernadotte’s stop watch), the 
foreign minister tediously and in tones “suitable only to the 
tribune of a packed Kroll Opera House” had extolled the 
virtues of National Socialism, and dwelt upon the common 
threat of Bolshevism and upon his own willingness to see it 
prevail rather than to tolerate Germany’s surrender. ' 

Few discerning foreign statesmen ever had been greatly 
impressed by Ribbentrop’s stature. But now, divested of his 
conquests, the German foreign minister seemed rather trivial. 
“Sitting with him in his room in the Auswartiges Amt and 
listening to his long-winded speech, which reminded me of a 
somewhat worn gramophone record,” wrote the Count, “I re¬ 
flected that here was a man of very small mental stature and, 
moreover, rather ridiculous.”"" 

Little remained behind the outer pretense of conceit and 
arrogance observed by Bernadotte. The captains and kings of 
Hitler’s tributary states had departed, and Ribbentrop’s will¬ 
ingness to squander such time and oratory upon this (then) 
ol)scure Swedish Red Cross official was in itself a measure of 
his downfall. The foreign minister now took no part in those 
strange palace intrigues with which Hitler’s chief colleagues 
had diverted themselves in the last days; and with good rea¬ 
son, for, as Trevor-Roper has written, “Ribbentrop had now 
no party, no supporters, with whom to combine in the incalcu¬ 
lable politics of the court. All the others, bitter rivals in all 
else, were agreed upon one thing: Ribbentrop must go.”“ Only 
Hitler, still loyal to his “second Bismarck,” persisted in avow¬ 
ing his indispensability. 

Yet Ribbentrop did go. As Russian forces neared the city, 
he ordered his Biiro RAM chief, Paul Otto Schmidt, to evacu- 
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ate the Bilro from Berlin. On April 14, Schmidt departed 
southward for Garrnisch, the new “seat of government”; Rib- 
bentrop himself disappeared westward, into oblivion, declin¬ 
ing the opportunity to join the Fuhrer’s Gotterddmmerung in 
the Chancellery ruins. “ Hitler, in his last hours, did not over¬ 
look this act of desertion. Naming Ddnitz his own successor, 
he appointed Schwerin von Krosigk foreign minister. 

On June 16, Rihbentrop was found living with a divorcee 
in a Hamburg flat, and was arrested by British soldiers.’’ But 
by then, both his job and the Third Reich no longer existed. 
The task of managing German foreign policy had devolved 
upon other—non-Reich—agencies. The German Foreign Of¬ 
fice had ceased to exist. 



VII 


THE 

VANISHING 

DIPLOMATIST 


Throughout ihe memoirs of German Foreign Office officials 
there runs a sense of frustration, of outraged sensibilities, of 
opportunities missed and but few occasions of petty triumphs. 
The literary expression of such sentiments, after the deed, is 
not uncommonly the consolation of embittered ex-statesmen, 
and is, of course, not unique to German diplomats alone. They, 
like other men, are mortal and cannot be denied their defense 
before the bar of history. 

One might be inclined, however, to ponder the importance 
of these reminiscences, published in such great numbers after 
World War II. Admittedly, they are grist for the historian’s 
mill and as such have some utility. But does their very volume 
accord with the importance of their authors? In a way, it does. 
As voices of “loyal” technicians, stilled throughout the long 
period of their service to the Nazi state and become vocal in 
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the hour of defeat, what they have to say bears powerful testi¬ 
mony to the role of the technician in the modern police state. 

Yet, also, these are testimonials of failure—failure to per¬ 
ceive, failure to act in time, and, above all, failure of moral 
courage. Measured by any criterion save that of sheer survival, 
the records of these men do not appear to be ones upon which 
history will accord great attention, much less praise. In all 
likelihood it will not be said of them, as once was said of the 
Byzantine general, Belisarius, by the historian Gibbon, that 
their ‘imperfections flowed from the contagion of the times,” 
but their “virtues” were their own. For the “contagion” of 
the Hitlerian era was, in no little part, of their own making, 
and their “virtues” had been placed at its disposal. 

This is the record of German professional diplomacy in 
the Nazi interlude of our time, and it is not the record of much 
enduring substance. But our picture would not be complete 
were we to view it only in an isolated fashion. For, the reader 
might inquire, was the demise of German professional di¬ 
plomacy really unique? Was the record of the German For¬ 
eign Office without parallel in other countries? Was it merely 
a phenomenon which owed its “causes” to phenomena unique 
to the Nazi state and to German society, or was it also one 
aspect of a larger picture? In short, did the period of Euro¬ 
pean history with which we deal show evidences elsewhere of 
the demise of professional diplomacy? 

All these questions must be faced. There have been writers 
sensitive to the travails of the European diplomatic profession, 
observant since the end of World War I of the diminishing 
role of the European diplomat both in the shaping of foreign 
policy and in its execution. They have drawn attention to the 
fatal loss of prestige of the career diplomats in their own 
countries; to the tendency of political chiefs to ignore the 
diplomats’ words of advice and warning; and to the exclusion 
of their “technical” advice from the great decisions of state. 
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Reading through their works, one would conclude that, in cer¬ 
tain senses, the professional diplomat (or, as Harold Nicolson 
would have us say, “diplomatist”), was a belated casualty of 
World War I, of a technological revolution which rendered 
him in many respects obsolete, and of a social and political 
upheaval which left him all too frequently politically isolated 
from decisively important centers of political power in his 
own homeland. 

“Who, then, makes war?” rhetorically inquired the London 
Times on November 23, 1912, two years before the outbreak 
of World War I, The editorialist continued: 

The answer is to be found in the Chancelleries of Europe, among 
the men who have too long played with human lives as pawns in the 
game of chess, who have become so enmeshed in formulas and the 
jargon of diplomacy that they have ceased to be conscious of the 
poignant realities with which they trifle. And thus war will continue 
to be made until the great masses who are the sport of professional 
schemers say the word which shall bring, not eternal peace, for that is 
impossible, but a determination that war shall be fought only in a just 
and righteous cause.^ 

To many who, after the November, 1918, armistice, hastily 
had sought an explanation of the causes of World War I, not 
by means of laborious research into the nature of European 
imperialism but by a simpler means, the war had been tlie 
fruit of “secret diplomacy,” of the arid schemings of closeted 
statesmen and their professional advisers. “Secret diplomacy” 
had been the preserve of the prewar diplomat, and this method 
of international intercourse would, or should, be done away 
witli. Harold Nicolson (who himself wisely refrained from 
passing too summary justice upon the diplomats) observed, 
in 1934, that “No system should ever again be tolerated which 
can commit men and women, without their knowledge and 
consent, to obligations which will entail upon them either a 
breach of national good faith or the sacrifice of their property 
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and lives.Woodrow Wilson had demanded, as a price of 
peace, that the principle of “open covenants, openly arrived 
at” should be accepted as the foundation stone for postwar 
diplomacy. And to the degree that this demand was espoused 
by influential postwar European public opinion, it reflected 
widespread distrust of traditional diplomacy, and a desire for 
reforming not only the European diplomatic services but the 
entire machinery of national foreign-policy formation. Be¬ 
cause of its traditional working methods (which only rarely 
had permitted immediate and candid publicity), it was urged 
that European diplomacy had to be reformed. It should be¬ 
come the vehicle of “democratic” aspirations, and it should 
be manned by personnel whose devotion to democratic prin¬ 
ciples was unquestioned. It could not longer persist, unaltered, 
into the new era of the “world made safe for democracy.” 

In all major Western democratic powers, such measures of 
reform were undertaken in varying degrees. We have noted, 
however, in Cliapler I, the failure of the Weimar Republic to 
“socially democratize” its foreign service. In Britain, also, 
postwar civil-service reforms did not measurably alter the 
social and educational backgrounds of British diplomats of 
the ’twenties from what they had been in prewar days." In 
France, similarly, the postwar foreign service of the Third 
Republic continued to recruit its officials through politically 
reactionary educational training centers of French society." 
In the United States, while the Rogers Act (like similar Euro¬ 
pean legislation) unified the diplomatic and consular services 
and strengthened the “merit system” of selecting career di¬ 
plomats, this reform did not alter the fact that the American 
foreign service, until the great expansion occasioned by World 
War II and its aftermath, selected its officials preponderantly 
from “upper income groups” of American society. Indeed, in 
1942, the majority of the leading State Department officials 
were launched into their professional careers from only six 
out of a possible 700 institutions of higher learning in the 
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United States: Harvard, Georgetown, Yale, Princeton, An¬ 
napolis, and West Point." The curious resilience of the diplo¬ 
matic guild to incursions by “outsiders” was observable in 
all Western countries where such reforms were attempted. As 
Robert Bcndiner wrote, of the United States Department of 
State in 1942: “To some extent the traditions of an institution 
like the Department of State mould the minds of its personnel 
regardless of their original predilections, but to a far greater 
extent the institution tends to attract—and select—men who, 
to begin with, might be expected to respond to those tra¬ 
ditions.”' 

The prewar institutions of European diplomacy survived 
the ravages of World War I and the reforms of the peace 
which followed it. But the new diplomatic world of the inter¬ 
war period proved vastly different fi’orn that of prewar con¬ 
ditions in the once secluded and insulated chancelleries, 
legations, and embassies. “Open diplomacy” on the rostrum 
of the T.eague of Nations palace in Geneva, “diplomacy by 
conference,” “multilateral diplomacy,” the open press con¬ 
ference, and the radio address, were devices and methods new 
and far less familiar to the professional diplomats than the 
conventional practices in which they had been trained—the 
private and discreet conversation in the chancellery or foreign 
office; the cabled instructions, tlie carefully composed “situ¬ 
ation report,” the carefully worded verbal note, and the direct 
chain of command. Then, too, the metronomic tempo of di¬ 
plomacy had been quickened by radio and airplane, those 
novel frontier- and ocean-spanning devices which the late war 
had done so much to improve. A foreign minister now could 
be in London at noon and in Rome by 4 p.m. The possibility 
of personal contacts between chiefs of state multiplied. The 
volume of intergovernmental business greatly increased as 
well. Gone were the days when it could have been said of 
British “diplomatists,” for example, that they were “like the 
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fountains of Trafalgar Square—they played from 10 to 4, 
with an interval for lunch.”" The practices of diplomacy, loo, 
had quickly become far more complicated than they had been 
in 1914. As Anthony Eden remarked, in 1943, of British 
diplomacy: 

The conditions which the Diplomatic Service originally grew up to 
meet no longer exist unchanged in modern international aflairs. Eco¬ 
nomics and finance have become inextricably interwoven with poli¬ 
tics; an understanding of social problems and labour movements is 
indispensable in forming a properly balanced judgment of world 
events. The modern diplomat should have a more intimate under¬ 
standing of these special problems, and greater opportunities to study 
them than he has usually possessed in the past." 

The trouble was, however, that many professional diplomats 
of the ’twenties knew little of such “special problems.” And 
since they did not, nondiplomatic “experts” made their ap¬ 
pearances at international conferences and in diplomatic mis¬ 
sions to fill this gap of understanding.'” Commercial, agricul¬ 
tural, cultural, and labor attaches, drawn chiefly from internal 
ministries, were appointed to missions abroad to do what the 
diplomats were either untrained or unqualified to do. 

But along with these developments, a new kind of diplo¬ 
mat—like the expert not drawn from the ranks of the older 
“professionals”—began to make his appearance on the inter¬ 
national stage. He was, at least among the professional diplo¬ 
mats, known as the “politician-diplomat,” or, under other 
circumstances, as the “amateur” diplomat. His habit, de¬ 
corum, accoutrements, and behavior set him apart from the 
career diplomat. Instead of the traditional cutaway, the striped 
pants, and elaborately beribboned uniform, the garb of these 
new diplomats, in the words of Gordon Craig, consisted of 
“scots brogues, shaggy coiffures, white linen neckties, under¬ 
slung pipes and various kinds of unbrellas.”" These were, of 
course, such men as Lloyd George, Aristide Briand, Stanley 
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Baldwin, and Gustav Stresemann, cabinet ministers, party 
officials, frequently with no previous experience with the arts 
of diplomacy—unapprenticed “newcomers” to this ancient 
craft. The “new diplomacy” which they carried out at various 
places—Geneva, Lausanne, Thoiry, the banks of the Washing¬ 
ton Potomac, in modern conference chambers, and on park 
benches—on many occasions proved disturbing and unwel¬ 
come to the career diplomats. In the latters’ estimation, these 
men were still but politicians turned diplomat. Admittedly, 
their public offices accorded them the constitutional right and 
the power to speak authoritatively for their governments; the 
diplomats, afler all, had never been but the servants of these 
men. But their working methods were of a far different order. 
In the eyes of the practiced professionals, who took pride in 
their gifts as negotiators, the “politicians” appeared far less 
patient than were their technical subordinates with the slow, 
meticulous, and elaborate procedures of diplomatic negotia¬ 
tions and more inclined to pluck the fruits of negotiation while 
still unripe. More sensitive to the applause of their domestic 
constituencies and legislators, the politicians appeared more 
demanding of immediate diplomatic triumphs than of the need 
for substantial and enduring results. Not infrequently they 
proved suspicious and impatient with their professional ad¬ 
visers. Not infrequently, also, this antipathy to “professional 
advice” could be attributed to a not easily bridged gap between 
them and what was a professional aristocracy. In part, this 
gap was a psychological one, arising from different habits of 
mind. “There is something restricted and restricting,” wrote 
Lord Vansittart, “about an expert, which makes him look nar¬ 
row to the wide-eyed; and ... he is sometimes compelled, if 
he has any guts, to adopt the governess touch, which is unfair 
to him.”'“ But there frequently were social considerations, too. 
Tlie sympathetic understanding between minister and profes¬ 
sional diplomatic adviser, built upon similar social origins, 
educational background, and political views, was breaking 
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down. Harold Nicolson wrote of Lord Curzon that he was the 
“last of that unbroken line of Foreign Secretaries . . . bom 
with the privileges of a territorial aristocracy and nurtured 
on the traditions of a governing class.” These statesmen, 
Nicolson believed, had been “calm, confident and unassuming 
men. They had always known each other; they had always 
understood each other; they had always, from generation to 
generation, handed down the same standards of personal con¬ 
duct and of public duty.”'^ But, as Nicolson sadly demon¬ 
strated, no such sentimental ties bound Lloyd George, the 
Celtic mystic, to the postgraduates of the playing grounds of 
Eton. Nor, particularly, to the professional diplomats with 
whom he worked as prime minister. “Diplomats,” he once 
observed, ”were invented simply to waste time.” " Like so 
many statesmen who followed him, Lloyd George did not 
always trouble himself with the routines of the Foreign Ofiice, 
nor its advice. It could not critically be said of him, as once 
was said of Sir Edward Grey, that his diplomatic deficiency 
lay in a congenital unwillingness to go abroad, but rather that 
he went abroad too much, and that what he did there was done 
quite frequently without the advice, consent, or knowledge 
of his professional advisers at the time. ' “It was not only a 
privacy of method,” Curzon’s biographer observed of Lloyd 
George, “it was a privacy of aim.”" 

Previous chapters have described the suspicion and mis¬ 
trust which such Nazi leaders as Hitler and Ribbentrop visited 
upon their professional advisers. Yet democratic statesmen, 
too, did not credit their subordinates with the respect and 
attention of their predecessors. Chamberlain, like Lloyd 
George, surrounded himself, when prime minister, with power¬ 
ful advisers from outside the Foreign Office in the critical 
days of 1937-1938. Lord Vansittart recently confessed that 
as “Chief Diplomatic Adviser [at that time] I saw Neville 
Chamberlain only thrice in three years, and never once 
alone.”" French diplomats, too, had their troubles with their 
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politicians. What, exactly, had the French Foreign Minister 
Briand promised to Streseinann at Thoiry in 1926? No French 
diplomat at that time could have said, for none was present, 
and Briand told none of them the whole story later—not even 
the permanent secretary of the Quai d’Orsay. Likewise, what 
did Laval promise Mussolini in January, 1935? The same 
held true. " Sumner Welles, former American undersecretary 
of state, wrote, of President Roosevelt, that one of his more 
serious “idiosyncracies” was a ‘‘deep-rooted prejudice against 
members of the American Foreign Service and against the 
permanent officials of the Department of State.”' All too fre¬ 
quently did the president fail to invite to While House foreign- 
policy conferences any of the State Department’s regional 
specialists. In the Cairo conference with Chiang Kai-shek in 
1943, no American Far Eastern specialist sat beside, or be¬ 
hind, the president. It is also well to recall the famous account 
of James Byrnes of the president’s trip on a warship to the 
Yalta conference early in 1945: “Not unlil the day before we 
landed at Malta did I learn that we had on board a very com¬ 
plete file of studies and recommendations prepared by the 
Department of State.”"" The president’s suspicion of the State 
Department sprang from his own judgment of its questionable 
loyalty to him."' Another of his peculiarities, wrote Welles, 
was his “almost invariable unwillingness to dictate any mem¬ 
oranda of his conversations with foreign statesmen or . . . dip¬ 
lomatic representatives in Washington as a record to inform 
and guide those who were running the Department of State.” 
The examples of these “idiosyncracies” among statesmen of 
the Western democracies are too abundant to be dismissed as 
merely a peculiar characteristic of totalitarian diplomacy 
under Hitler. 

The truth of the matter was, of course, that the “diplomatist,” 
in the traditional sense of the word, was obsolescent, techno¬ 
logically and politically superseded. Thanks to “modern 
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devices” many of his traditional functions could be performed, 
if not with comparable effectiveness, by less experienced sub¬ 
stitutes. Diplomatic “situation reports,” once so meticulously 
composed by ambassadors, embassy counselors, and secre¬ 
taries, now had to compete against the telephone conversation 
and the curt cabled telegram, for the attention of distracted 
and harrassed superiors at home; in many instances they proved 
far too rich a literary fare for foreign secretaries to digest. 
“Modern” means of speedy transportation and communication 
coupled with the development and proliferation of interna¬ 
tional organizations, made possible—and even necessary— 
the direct, routine assembling of foreign ministers and other 
government chiefs.“ Meetings of the League Council and 
Assembly at Geneva made possible the most intimate working 
contacts among such men, and developed readily among them 
the habit of personal conversations. The sphere of diplomatic 
negotiations, once normally that of the diplomat, was taken 
over by his political superior. These same technical, adminis¬ 
trative developments also made it possible for roving personal 
emissaries—the Harry Hopkinses, Norman Davises, and Rib- 
bentrops—to gain speedy and frequent access to the “king’s 
ear” at foreign capitals, and frequently to speak with far 
greater and more informed authority for their chiefs than 
could the regularly accredited diplomatic representatives. 
Then there were the “ministerial traveling circuses” (as Sir 
Victor Wellesley called them)—packaged groups of experts 
selected from internal ministries and from private life to 
represent their countries at international conferences. The 
ambassador and his staff retained their ceremonial and repre¬ 
sentational functions unimpaired, and, not infrequently, con¬ 
tinued to exercise a powerful role in policy making. But no 
longer could they be assured that they would be, or would 
remain, the sole, primary accredited negotiators of their gov¬ 
ernments at their posts. Frequently the ambassador could be 
retained at his post long after his diplomatic usefulness had 



THE VANISHING DIPLOMATIST 


159 


completely disappeared. Thus did Joseph Kennedy, the Irish 
Bostonian isolationist at the Court of St. James, remain in 
London in 1940, long after he had overtly broken with the 
views of the Roosevelt administration over the issue of U.S. 
intervention and all-out aid to Britain. The president of the 
United States by then had other adequate and more direct 
means of access to the British government and its prime min¬ 
ister, and could afford to put up with him.“' 

Moreover, the diplomat was no longer held in high esteem 
in his own country. The advent of “democratic control of 
foreign policy” had exposed the diplomatic profession to 
much wider public scrutiny than had been the case before 
World War 1; and the diplomat, often enough, did not live 
up to the “popular” impression of what he should be, how he 
should act, and what he should think. “What really distin¬ 
guishes the diplomatist from the common herd,” the French 
diplomat Jules Gambon wrote in 1926, “is his apparent indif¬ 
ference to its emotions.” For its part, the “public’’ responded 
with its own measure of contempt for the diplomat. Again, in 
Gambon’s words, the “public in general looks upon diplomacy 
as mere intrigue, and fancy that, apart from the time when he 
is thus engaged, an ambassador is a mere idler whose life is 
one long round of junketings and feastings.”"' 

This professional self-analysis was carried still further. 
Was the diplomat’s temperament really suited to the new era 
of international politics which required of public officials the 
demonstration of powerful convictions and public decisive¬ 
ness? “His whole training,” Nicolson wrote, “has tended to 
convince him that good diplomacy is a slow and cautious 
business, and he looks with exaggerated suspicion upon all 
dynamic innovations.” Reality, for him, had become relative, 
not absolute. “He believes,” Nicolson continued, “in grada¬ 
tions, in gray zones; he is always impatient of those who think 
enthusiastically in terms of black and white. Lethargy of 
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judgmenl descends upon him, a slightly contemptuous dis¬ 
belief in all forms of human certainty.” ’ 

While this generalization at best only approximated reality, 
it could at least have been argued that the public ideological 
struggles of the interwar period placed the career diplomat— 
the “peacemaker”—in a troublesome political position. “The 
past,” Lord Vansittart nostalgically wrote, “put a premium 
on courtesy. Wherever they went—mainly without let or hin¬ 
drance—sane diplomatists tried to absorb as much as possible 
for their real purpose—peace, which they much enjoyed.” " 
Diplomacy “was one of the many veils in which we sought to 
soften the outlines of the real harshness of human nature and 
existence.’”" But, in an age of hostile nationalist and totali¬ 
tarian doctrines, that diplomat who neglected overtly to 
espouse the prevailing ideological principles of his govern¬ 
ment—whether he did so out of contrary conviction or from 
diplomatic tact—was frequently, because of tliis, the more 
vulnerable to public attacks upon his character and his loyalty, 
at home. The problem was the more serious, since, as has been 
noted, European professional diplomats did not always share 
prevailing public enthusiasm for the regime which they served. 
Many of them, recruited from an aristocratic leisure class, and 
moving in professional and social circles which placed a 
premium on congeniality, too frequently found themselves 
isolated from extremely important, articulate, and powerful 
social and political forces. To many of them, doubtless, moral 
“relativism” came to appear as an inevitable occupational 
hazard. And for this they were attacked. Thus during World 
War II one critic of the American State Department wrote of 
American diplomacy, that it was a “code of elegant cynicism, 
of tactical shrewdness that has small relevance beyond the 
horizons of the chess board.”*" 

By 1950, so great had public distrust of professional di¬ 
plomacy become in the United States, that one prominent 
American foreign-service officer was led to remark, when urg- 
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ing a ‘"more effective use” of the principle of professionalism 
in the conduct of foreign policy: 

I am quite prepared to recognize that this runs counter to strong 
prejudices and preconceptions in sections of our public mind, par¬ 
ticularly in Congress and the press, and that for this reason we are 
probably condemned to continue relying almost exclusively on what 
might be called ‘'diplomacy by dillelantism.’""' 


THE CONTROL OF TOTALITARIAN DIPLOMACY 

These problems having been shared by the Western diplomatic 
profession as a whole, how far may we go in arguing that the 
conditions which prevailed in the German Foreign Office were 
unique, and, in fact, explainable chiefly in terms of the Nazi 
stale and German society, rather than in the diplomatic profes¬ 
sion as a whole? 

The decline of the German diplomatic service as a self- 
sufficient bureaucracy doubtless was due in some measure to 
these general professional considerations. But while similari¬ 
ties existed between the domestic position of the German dip¬ 
lomat and his Western “colleagues,” it would be inaccurate 
and wholly misleading to emphasize them. It is the purpose of 
these concluding passages to demonstrate that the conditions 
we have observed in the Nazi Foreign Office were inherent in 
the Nazi state itself—the disintegration of traditional admin¬ 
istrative procedure, the intense jurisdictional wrangles, the 
friction between the “new” and the “old” (pre-Hitler) official¬ 
dom, the struggle for bureaucratic self-preservation, and the 
tenor of the system itself. The notion, shared by many old 
career officials—that a self-sufficient professional diplomacy 
could remain as a kind of “state within a state,” managing 
and manipulating its own machinery to its own purposes— 
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proved wholly incompatible with the totalitarian regime in 
which it existed. 

The power of “experts” within the tightly knit bureaucracy 
of the autocratic stale to influence and shape the policies of 
their superiors according to their own judgments did not prove 
true in Nazi Germany. 

Autonomous bureaucratic power in a totalitarian state di¬ 
minishes in direct ratio to the degree to which stale leadership 
chooses to rely upon a variety of sources for advice, informa¬ 
tion, and active assistance in shaping policy. The diplomats 
of Nazi Germany failed to maintain a monopoly of the tra¬ 
ditional instrumentalities of diplomacy. Their advice and re¬ 
ports were, after 1938, of minor importance in shaping 
high-level policy, but not merely because of the reasons men¬ 
tioned above which affected Western diplomacy. Both Franz 
Neumann’s Behemoth and Hannah Arendt’s Origins of Totali¬ 
tarianism draw attention to the peculiar “shapelessness” of 
the totalitarian government in the Third Reich. Miss Arendt 
writes: 

All levels of the administrative machine in the Third Reich were 
subject to a curious duplication of offices. With fantastic thorough¬ 
ness the Nazis made sure that every function of the state administra¬ 
tion would be duplicated by some party organ. . . . None of the organs 
of power was ever deprived of its right to pretend that it embodied 
the will of the Leader. But not only was the will of the TiCader so 
unstable that compared with it the whims of Oriental despots are a 
shining example of steadfastness; the constant and ever-changing 
division between real power, secret authority, and ostensible open 
representation made the actual seat of power a mystery by definition, 
and this to such an extent that the members of the ruling clique them¬ 
selves could never be absolutely sure of their own position in the secret 
power hierarchy."’ 

In the German Foreign Office, as no doubt elsewhere, 
National Socialism did not destroy the academic career bu¬ 
reaucracy inherited from the Weimar Republic. This was 
unnecessary. Here, as in other sections of the German civil 
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service, no resistance was made to the Nazi claim to power. 
By refraining from any drastic measures against the official¬ 
dom, by the gradual, piecemeal alteration of civil-service laws 
in 1933—1937, by the use of judicious pressure on civil serv¬ 
ants to join the Party, by the infiltration of reliable Party 
members into important state administrative posts, by the pre¬ 
ferment of Parly members in civil-service advancement, and 
by the occasional elimination of “unreliable elements,” the 
Nazis transformed the German Foreign Office into a pliable 
instrument of their policies. 

After the enactment of the civil-service law of 1937, career 
diplomats could no longer claim to be nonpolitical, “neutral” 
servants of the state. Weizsacker’s protestations at Niirnberg 
in 1948 that “as a civil servant, one does not serve a constitu¬ 
tion, but the Fatherland. One serves whichever government 
and constitution is given the country by the people,” was most 
certainly the expression of a common traditional altitude in the 
German civil service. In the light of Nazi legal theory, how¬ 
ever, it was preposterous. 

By 1940 a great majority of higher Foreign Office officials 
were Party members. As was shown in Chapter III, all but a 
handful of these had been in the Foreign Office before they 
joined the Party. Thus, in quantitative terms, the “heathen” 
were not exterminated, they were converted. The process of 
Nazification was gradual and piecemeal, but, in the long run, 
thorough. We should do well to remember, also, that individual 
decision played a great part in it. Few were rejected for mem¬ 
bership by the Party when they applied; and, similarly, few 
never applied for membership. 

Certain factors spared the German Foreign Office from 
greater intrusions by Party favorites and fanatics, and caused 
it to remain, throughout the course of the Third Reich, an 
aristocratic anomaly in this petit-bourgeois state. First, of 
course, before the war, Hitler realized the value of retaining 
this respectable diplomatic shock absorber to cushion the 
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outside world from the grim realities of Nazi power and pur¬ 
pose. Unquestionably, pressure from Party sources to acquire 
diplomatic posts as spoils of office was great. Yet Hitler re¬ 
tained Neurath as foreign minister until 1938; indeed, the 
entire group of German mission chiefs abroad in 1938 came 
from the career service. Even after Ribbentrop took over the 
Foreign Office in 1938, few important diplomatic plums went 
to deserving Party functionaries. Nor was this seemingly mod¬ 
erate policy a demonstrable liability to Hitler in achieving 
his ends. Beyond the minor intrigues of a few permanent 
career officials like Erich and Theo Kordt and, after 1939, 
of the handful of Foreign Office conspirators who actively 
worked with the German underground, there is no evidence 
that the permanent bureaucracy at any time undertook to sabo¬ 
tage Hitler’s foreign policies. “My permanent task,” wrote 
Weizsacker after the war, “lay in the sphere of foreign policy 
obstruction.” For Weizsacker, this was not true after 1939. 
But even if it had been true, how significant would such oppo¬ 
sition and obstruction have been? Hitler, in 1935, provided a 
clue to the answer. “Problems,” he said, “which the formal 
bureaucracy proves unfit to solve, the German nation will 
assign to its living organization in order to fulfill the necessi¬ 
ties of its life.” Thus, in jobs where a Weizsacker would not 
suffice, a Martin Luther was available; for tasks which the 
Foreign Office as a whole was “unfit to solve,” there were 
available that willing plethora of Party agencies and personal¬ 
ities. The vast undergrowth—special agencies and Dienststel- 
len^ ambassadors at large, adjutants, and other hangers-on— 
which burgeoned about the Foreign Office was not merely 
explainable as a consequence of the expanded scope of “diplo¬ 
macy” in the Third Reich. It was not explainable merely as 
the result of pressure upon the Party, upon Hitler or Ribben¬ 
trop to provide official haven for deserving Nazi job seekers. 
Beyond these partial explanations, it was also insurance that 
the implementation of the Nazi “diplomacy of terror” would 
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be a privilege avidly sought by many ambitious men, and that 
this diplomacy would be handled by competent, if not always 
enthusiastic, men. The “traditional” Political Division of the 
Foreign Office, as we have seen, remained throughout the war 
in the hands of “moderate” men, few of them members of the 
Party. They were not shoved aside, for, in the sphere of their 
activity, “problems” still remained which the “formal” bu¬ 
reaucracy would “solve.” A Weizsacker or a Woermann, high 
in the official bureaucracy, brushing aside the inquiries, ex¬ 
postulations, or protests of foreign representatives, modulating 
the brutal language of their superiors to sensitive foreign rep¬ 
resentatives '—these were capable and circumspect men, and 
the tasks which they performed could have been but poorly 
done by boors like Martin Luther. 

The utility of retaining such “moderates” as Weizsacker, 
for these reasons, certainly diminished as the war spread, and 
as the character of National Socialism stood more fully re¬ 
vealed to the outside world. We know that, on various occa¬ 
sions after taking office, Ribbentrop expressed a wish to purge 
his foreign service thoroughly of the “old career diplomats.” 
With this in mind, for example, he established his Foreign 
Office Training School for new diplomats. Yet the Ribbentrop 
purge never came about, and when Hitler himself undertook 
one of his own late in 1944, his action profoundly shocked 
and alarmed his foreign minister. In view of Ribbentrop’s 
oft-repeated statements of intent, and—if we may take the 
word of his closest advisers—the passionate outbursts of fury 
and invective which he continuously vented upon his career 
subordinates, his actions seem paradoxical. Time and again, 
as with Weizsacker in 1938, with Erich Kordt in 1940, with 
Rintelen in 1943, Ribbentrop let it be known that the days 
of the old, permanent officialdom were numbered. Yet these 
threats came to nought. Why? 

That Ribbentrop was master in his own house was a prin¬ 
ciple upon which he continuously and belligerently dwelt. But 
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the principle was never realized in practice. The house of 
German foreign policy had many mansions, and the foreign 
minister never managed successfully to obtain title to all of 
them. The proliferation of agencies—Rosenberg’s Aussen- 
politisches Amt der NSDAP; Bohle’s Auslandsorganisation; 
Himmler’s Volksdeutsche Mittelstelle and his Reichssicher- 
heitshauptamt foreign intelligence units; Gocbbels’s Propa- 
gandaministerium —made it far from possible for Ribbentrop’s 
monopoly of the administration of Nazi foreign policy to be 
achieved. A “Hoover Commission,” pondering over these 
interweaving threads and chains of command, the overlapping 
jurisdictional spheres, the contradictory purposes all too fre¬ 
quently pursued by these many agencies, might well have 
diagnosed the system as hopelessly inefficient and even un¬ 
workable. 

Ribbentrop’s own “case history” could be used to document 
such a verdict. In the confusion, in the ceaseless intrigues and 
cabals of Hitler’s court, the foreign minister’s personal posi¬ 
tion never was secure. Without repute in Party circles, he was 
totally dependent upon the Fiihrer’s own continued grace. This 
may account in great part for the servility of the foreign min¬ 
ister’s views, his constant deference to Hitler’s judgment. 
These qualities were far more pronounced in him than in his 
colleagues. 

For our purposes, this observation is of crucial importance. 
It is here submitted that Ribbentrop’s interpretation of his role 
as foreign minister was largely responsible for the survival of 
the Foreign Office bureaucracy. Precisely because Ribben¬ 
trop’s own position in the Nazi state was weak, insecure, and 
almost exclusively dependent upon the whims of Hitler, the 
Nazi foreign minister came to be, for the Foreign Office, a 
beneficient (albeit not benevolent) deus ex machina. Neither 
could long have existed without the other. In this manner, then, 
an insolvent and detested chief was bound to his contemptuous 
but subordinate officialdom in a tenuous but persistent coali- 
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tion of fear. That mutual resentment need not always lead to 
open hostility, but may under certain circumstances generate 
close collaboration, is a psychological phenomenon of pro¬ 
found importance within a modern police state. 

Ribbentrop’s paranoical battle to broaden (or at least to 
de^fend) the jurisdictional sphere of the Foreign Office as¬ 
sured the latter of its institutional survival in a sea of com¬ 
petitors. Ribbenlrop’s fears of inroads by powerful Party 
competitors into his bureaucracy was understandably shared 
by his subordinates. His ruthless extirpation of intruders was 
of recognized benefit to those bureaucrats who might have 
resented him, but who were fully aware of the possible conse¬ 
quences of his replacement by an equally hated, but more 
powerful figure. 

Can we accurately, however, characterize as “inefficient” 
Ribbentrop’s administration of the Wilhelmstrasse? Certainly 
from 1940 on we see a panorama of progressive administrative 
deterioration. The “rational” structure of the Foreign Office 
gradually collapsed; the metamorphosis was apparent on all 
sides: the widening gulf between Ribbentrop and his personal 
staff on the one hand, and the administrative central office in 
Berlin on the other; the debasement of the state-secretary post 
within the headquarters, which once had been the focal point 
of the office’s diplomatic work; the continuous interference of 
Ribbentrop and his staff in the minutiae of administrative 
work, and the direct subordination of the Deutschland^ Proto¬ 
col, Information, Press, and Radio divisions to the foreign 
minister rather than to the state secretary; the increasing use 
made of ambassadors at large—such roving ambassadors of 
ill-will as Wilhelm Keppler, Rudolf Rahn, Edmund Veesen- 
mayer, and others. 

Yet how far may we take the word of those most thoroughly 
engulfed in the labyrinth of Nazi Germany’s foreign policy, 
that this chaos was “inefficient”? Nothing undertaken in Nazi 
Germany during the war apparently was less “useful” than 
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the extermination of the Jews; a large part was played in this 
program by the German Foreign Office, and despite the re¬ 
markable and even grotesque jurisdictional squabbles which 
arose in its diplomatic efforts to deport the Jews of Eastern 
Europe, the job was done, with vigor and ruthlessness. What 
deficiencies existed in administrative organization were amply 
compensated for by the intense pressure and incentive of the 
whole system itself. 

What of the diplomats themselves? We have seen that Nazi 
totalitarianism demolished the philosophical bases of the 
authoritarian German civil service, and at the same time 
destroyed the reality of rational bureaucratic power. Yet 
neither of these facts seems to have been fully comprehended 
by leading officials of the Nazi foreign service. This may be 
attributed in no little part to the persistence of their formal 
institutional power and prerogatives long after the substance 
of their power had vanished. The administrative irrationality 
of the system was apparent to the perceptive eyes of men such 
as Slate Secretary Weizsacker, and yet they seem not to have 
perceived its most crucial significance; for it was precisely 
this irrationality—the miltifarious proliferation of adminis¬ 
trative machineries, the dual Party—State relationship, the 
quality of “charismatic” leadership exercised within their 
province—which served to shatter the institutional fabric of 
traditional state machinery and to increase the manipulative 
powers of the Nazi leadership.’"' We have observed that many 
of them, including Weizsacker, argued that their continued 
presence in the Foreign Office was prompted by a fancied aim 
to “obstruct” or to mitigate the excesses of Hitlerian policy. 
And yet, as was inevitable, continued presence in office led 
them, step by step, to espouse, defend, and execute ever greater 
“lesser evils” in order that they might counter still grosser 
ones proposed elsewhere. The bureaucratic instinct to survive 
proved far more potent than the bureaucratic impulse to shape 
policy according to its own desires. The diplomats of whom we 
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have spoken remained in office long after the original rational¬ 
ization for remaining had been demonstrated false. New con¬ 
siderations became more important than those of shaping 
policy. With what vigor, for instance, Weizsacker joined with 
his foreign minister to fend off external encroachments upon 
the Foreign Office: “If only he had been normal,” Weizsacker 
wrote later of his chief, “if only he had proved successful in 
his jurisdictional battles, the Foreign Office might once more 
have been usefully meshed into the machinery of the State.” 
The remarks reveal his lack of comprehension of the system 
in which he was involved. Not only, as the state secretary came 
to know, was his foreign minister not “normal” (for who, in 
that system, was?); but also, Ribbontrop could never have 
been “successful” in his “jurisdictional battles”—for such 
success would have contradicted the very nature of that totali¬ 
tarian regime, the vitality of which sprang from its very 
amorphousness, and from that ruthless interbureaucralic strug¬ 
gle to espouse Hitler’s most radical policies merely to have the 
power to carry them out. These frenzied struggles, these con¬ 
stant insecurities and torrents of abuse and censure, took their 
toll of human stamina and spirit from men poorly endowed 
with qualities of endurance and moral courage. War and 
totalitarianism can flourish despite the waste of such resources, 
and Nazi diplomacy was the diplomacy of war and totali¬ 
tarianism. 

The state secretary, however, erred in yet another sense. 
For the Foreign Office, as its survivors could and did testify, 
was “enmeshed” in the state machinery, even though not al¬ 
ways in those fateful meetings at Godesberg, Berchtesgaden, 
Hitler’s Wolfsschanze, Schloss Fuschl, or Schloss Klessheim 
which the interpreter Paul Otto Schmidt so elaborately and 
nostalgically has described. For the most part, the diplomats 
of Weizsacker’s stature remained at their desks in Berlin, 
“enmeshed,” not in the great decisions of state, but in that 
gray area of policy work, so indispensable to the functioning 
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of the slate, which lies between the level of high policy and 
that of the base, routine implementation of rigid directives. 

Surely this was not congenial to them. After 1940, certainly 
their work might easily have been done by others, and it be¬ 
came less pleasant. Passively to await, among friends, the pain¬ 
ful issue out of their discomfiture was not heroic. But these 
were neither heroic nor passionate men. There they remained; 
the price of their survival was impotence and compliance. 
Few men are given to heroism, to symbolic gestures of defiance, 
or to equally perilous courses of bureaucratic sabotage. In an 
atomized society pervaded by fear, the attention of men seems 
to focus upon concerns of more private importance—the pro¬ 
tection of family, the advancement of career, the avoidance 
of personal humiliation and public ostracism, and, above all, 
the preservation of personal identity. If we resort to the yard¬ 
stick of personal moral responsibility when assessing the 
tractable and compliant public servant of totalitarianism, we 
would do well not to overestimate the measure of resolution 
and the breadth of individual influence possessed by average 
men in a system of irresponsible power. If we would take it 
upon ourselves to urge that they might have behaved more 
nobly, we would do well to recognize that the phenomenon of 
totalitarianism is not unique to Germany; that similar moral 
choices confront other men of political responsibility in other 
circumstances; and that the problem of moral choice under 
political duress is one which comes to many men—including 
contemporary Americans—but is avoided by most. 
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und Neiien Reich, p. 45. 

Miss Muncy has noted that 43.9 per cent of Junker diplomats between 1870 
and 1914 had belonged to university student corporations, and that, of these, 90 
per cent ^cre members of the three most “aristocratic” ones; Hasso-Borassia, 
Saxo-Borussia, and Saxonia. Muncy, op. cit., pp. 105 106. 

’ Max Weber, Gesaminelte PoUtische Srhrijtrn, p. 309. Before 1919, the Ger¬ 
man diplomatic and consular corps, like those of Britain and the United Stales, 
were separate services. But a unique and persistent characteristic of the per¬ 
sonnel structure of the German Foreign Office both before and after World War 
T was its rigid distinction between the higher official service, and the middle and 
lower ealcgories of civil servants. The latter two groups were considered exclu¬ 
sively as technical administrative and service staffs. Oiteria for admission to 
them were far less rigorous, but their members w(^re not permitted to transfer 
upward into the higher group unless they met all the detailed requirements men¬ 
tioned above. This made the possibility of advancement from the lower categories 
to the higher service virtually impossible and led to a permanent hierarchical 
gap between them. 

For detailed treatment of the evolution of the Foreign Office before 1914, see 
Schifferdecker, op. cit., and Herbert von Hindenburg, op. cit. 

’’^For an English commentary on the Weimar constitution, see Heinrich Oppen- 
heimer, The Constitution of the German Republic. 

Wipert von Bliicher, Deutschlands Weg nach Rapallo, p. 38. 

’ " Ibid., p. 39. 

Verhandlangen des Reichstags (hereafter cited as VDR) , Band 348, p. 3094. 

Remarks of Deputy Wcls (SPD), Verhandlungen der deutschen National- 
versammlung (hereafter cited as VDN), Band 328, p. 1985. 

"" Schuler was formerly director of personnel for the consular service'. He re¬ 
ceived, from Foreign Minister Brockdorff-Ranizau and his successor, Hermann 
Miillcr, a carte blanche for a broad reorganization of the Wilhelmsirasse. Both 
foreign ministers, deeply enmeshed in the Paris peace negotiations, had little 
lime for long-range service plan.s. 

VDN, Band 327, p. 933. 

Ibid., Band 330, p. 3355. 

Ibid., Band 330, p. 3353. Remarks of Deputy Waldstcin. 

™ Herbert von Dirksen, Moskau-Tokio-London, p. 29. The doorkeeper’s re- 
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marks, nmdere'd in Bcrlinesr, wnrt: *‘lck we(\s nirh~ det deutschc Reich wird 
immer klcener, und del Answartit^e Amt wird imnier jrosser!" 

“ Brilain and lln^ United Slates likewise unified the two services after World 
War 1. Persuasive arKunienls for ainalfi;anialion lay more on pra^^tnalic than 
“rnorar’ f^roiimls. Many officials trained in consular work became more coinpelenl 
in dealiuK with complex commercial and economic aspects of foreign policy than 
their colleagues in the diidomatic services; yet the old system fiad si'rvcd to 
exclude them from top-level posts. It is interesting to note that, in (iermany, 
from 1921 to 1921 the post of deputy division chief in tin* Foreign Office Per¬ 
sonnel Division (important in dealing with routine fnit substantive personnel 
(piestions) was held liy a former consular career officer, Ciarl Richard Gneisl. 
See his sketch in W er I si's, 1928 ed. 

Foreign Minister Curtins, in his memoirs, recalls, from his own ohservations, 
that the attache examination [ Attach epru.jun^) was “entirely too difficult.” 
“After one of the examinations,” he writes, “1 told the I exaniinalion board mem¬ 
bers I that 1 most certainly would have failed to pass.” Julius (ajiLius, Sechs 
Jahre Minister der deuischen RejmldiM., p. 148. 

Erich Kordt, a “fledgling diplomat” in the Weimar Republic, recalls that, 
of the “urbane” and “snobbish” aiifdicants wdio took the first foreign-service 
('xamination with him, and whom he assumed would be selectt'd, none survived 
to take the attache examination. Kordt, ojk cit.^ j). 20. 

I'DN, Hand d.'lO, p. 

Ibid,, Hand SdO, p. 3377. 

VDR, Hand 355, p. 10538. 

“■'Adolf Midler, pre-World W'ar J editor of the Miinrhener Post, and a leading 
So(;ial Democrat, was minister in Herne for almost 12 years. Other Social Demo¬ 
cratic diidoinals were Otto Landsberg, f(»rmer J'olhsbeaujtragter, minister to 
Helgium; und Ulrich Rauscher, minister to Poland. Aiu)rding to Dirk.sen, the 
(h'rman government in 1929 i)riefly considered sending Rauscher to Moscov\, but 
the Soviet government rcjt'cted the proposal, letting it be knowm that it preferrf‘d 
the BrockdorlT-Rantzau type, a “grand seigneur.” Poole Mission, interrogation 
xi, of Herbert von Dirksen, ()(Mober 10 , 191 . 5 . Had the apj)oinlmenl gone through, 
Rauscher would have been tin* only .Social Democratic ambassador to a great 
power during the ’twenties. The paucity of left-wing diplomats moved the Com¬ 
munist Dei)uty Stiicker ironically to remark in the Reichstag, in 1921: “Let us 
just take a look at the representatives the new German Rt'public has sent out 
into the world! Everywhere they are men from the worlds of finance and indus¬ 
try. From all the achievements of the Revolution there remain two whole .Social¬ 
ists las diplomatsI. And not even wlicde—no, two ‘half-Socialists’: Landsberg in 
Bru.ssels and Miiller in Hernt*. Even the Socialist Muller, when he was foreign 
minister, never dared as the loyal .servant of his niaster.s—1(» send Social Demo¬ 
crats to such important centers of diplomacy as London, Paris, or Rome. .. . Only 
such paltry little posts as Berne or Brus.sels are fit for Socialists.” F/J/f, Band 
348, p. 3106. In justice to Miiller, it should be said that conservative opposition 
to such “radical” apipointnieiil.s was not the only consideration which contributed 
to this situation; most prominent Social Democratic leaders were desperately 
needed at home. 

.See Handbiich fur das deiitsche Reich, P)22 (Berlin: Carl llcymanns Verlag, 
1922), pp. .58-60, for organizational chart of the f^ireign Office. Three of the. 
above officials had served in the prewar consular service: Gnei.st, Knipjiing, and 
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Kiipkn. The divisions wrrt’: I, I’ersonneJ und Adininistralion; lla, Wesit-ni 
Knntpran Affairs; lib, Balkan Affairs; 111, Wc'srern Ilrniis[dierr, Britain and 
British Einpiro Affairs; IVa, Scandinavian, Baltic, and East European Affairs; 
IVl), Far Eastern Affairs; V, EcKal Affairs; and VT, Oeiiiians Abroad and Cul¬ 
tural Affairs. 

''' W'^er Ist-'s, 1928 and 1985 eds. 

Wirtb lield llie portfolio of foreijiii riiinisler on three occasions in 1921 and 
1922, while sc'rving as Reich chanctdlc»r. For infonnalion on ihc'so cabinet 
changes, sec* Edgar von Sclimiclt-J*anli, Diplornalcn in Berlin, p|). .■J2-d'5. 

A reference for thc*sc and iatc‘r cabinet c*hanges may he found in Jdndsay 
RogcTs, vJ af., “(ierman Political Institutions,” Politifal Srienre Quarterly, 
XEVll, 321 349. 

Dirksen, Moshau-Tohio-lMtulou, p. 54. 

W cr I St's, 1928 ed. 

‘"Of the six division chiefs mentioned, four were* sons of civil servants. 'Two 
otiicus Hans and S(?lineider--were not li,stc*d in If cr Ist's. The six there men¬ 
tioned wc*re Koester, (iaus, /echliii, Dirksen, Keipke, and Freytag. All six had 
cl(jc:torales. 

■" 7’hese posts were: l*aris, London, Koine*, Washington, Mosccjw, Vienna, The 
Hague, Stoekholm, Berne, Madrid, Buenos Aires, Bio de Jane iro, Tokyo, Oslo, 
and Ankara. 

Jahr bach fur Auswiutigv Politih. U'er I si's, 1928 and 1935 (*ds. 

“These* functions were* transferrt*d to an official of the division-chief level. 
Tlie move was niotivatc*d by considcTations othc‘r than mc*rc‘ c-eonoitiizing, how'- 
c‘,vc*r. “We coiisidc'r it correct,” a spokesman of the Keiehstag budget committee* 
observed, “. . . that the j)osition of the pcditical slate* sc'crc'tury he; transformed 
into that of a permanent state* secretary.” l Band 359, p. 10532. ('I'he cdiini- 
nation of a eocirdinate c*eonomic* official on the same level in the Foreign Offiee, 
was intended to c*rase doiihls about the real loc*us of jeowet in the hnre*ign Office. 
Schubert in 1921 became* the first “pi*rmaneiil” se cretary, aiiel so remained until 
1930.) 

“ Ibid,, p. 10538. 

'■ See Bernstein’s speech, March 17, 1921, Jbid., Bane I 318, p. 3094. 

H. K. Norton, “Foreign Office Orgaiii/ation,” Annals nj the American 
Academy of Political and Social ,Se/e/u:e, Supple*nie*nt, (JXLHl (May, 1929), 42. 
J'lie ratio of applicants to those* aelmittcd was far more lavurahle* in the Unile*el 
State's at the time. 

'■ I DP, Band 445, p. 1528. 

''Ibid., p. 1629. At that time the* total Fore*ign Offiee share of the; Ke'ich huelge*l 
11931-1932 fiscal year) was only RM 51,200,000. See- Statistisches Jahrbiich fijr 
das deiifsehe Reich, Band 51, p. 435. 

J DR, Band 390, p. 6110. 

Franz L. Ne-iimann, Behemoth, pp. 367 373. 

■ ‘ I’rnsi von Weizsiie ker, Krinncriingen, p. 80. 

'' Bliicher, op. cit., p. 39. 

^‘ We izsiieker, up. cit., pp. 102-103. 

Hajee Hcjlhorn, “Diplomats and Diplomacy in the. Early WVimar Re public,” 
in Oaig and Gilbert, The Diplomats, pp. 123-171. 

^ ■ VDR, Band 445, pje. 1631 1632. 



NOTES 176 

"" Georpe Hallgarlrn, “Gt-iieral von Seockl and Russia,” Journal of Modern 
History, XXI (Maicli, 1949), 2H iVl. 

Ruth Fischer, Stalin and German Communism, p. 265. 

Dirkscn, op. cit., pp. 103 110. 


CHAPTER II 

M^aiil Schmidt, Statist auj diplomafischer Biihne, p. .311. 

‘Sec Wer Ist's, 19.35 ed., for names and NG 03i), for orjianization chart. 

” See pp. 36-37. 

'* Kordt, Nicht aus den Akten, pp. 5.5-56; also New York Times, June 4, 14, 
20, and 23, 1933, for accounts of Ley’s trip. ITis remarks were made to the Ger¬ 
man press representatives in Geneva, but found their way into a (Geneva news¬ 
paper, he Journal des Nations. See New York Times, June 20, 1933. 

■‘Schmidt, op. cit., pp. 261-263. 

“ London Times, May 29, 1933, p. 14; ibid., June 13, p. 14. 

' “London Boos (ierrnan Economic Delegation as von Ncurath and Aid«;s Leave 
for Home,” New York Times, June 22, 1933. 

'’Sir Horace Rumhold to Sir John Simon, February 4, 1933. Documents on 
British Foreign Policy, J919-I039 (hereafter cited as DBFP), Second Series, 
IV, 406-408. 

” Andre Frangois-Poncet, The Fateful Years, pp. 29-.30. 

"Weizsilcker, Frinnerungen, p. 132. 

Dirksen, Moshau-Tokio-London, p. 184. When Dirksen returned to Berlin for 
consultation in 1936, he found that Neurath was absent on a hunting trip. When 
he inquired of Biilow when the foreign minister wouhl return, the slate secretary 
laconically replied, “As .soon as he has shot his three deer.” Ibid., p. 184. Am¬ 
bassador Dodd’s diary, scattered with occasional references to Neurath’s critical 
attitude towards Hitler’s ideas, did not put much slock in the foreign minister’s 
candor nor in his hackhone. On July 14, 1937, Dodd wrote; “1 am more inclined 
to accept the Chinaman’s conversation as true than I am that of any high German 
official. Von Neurath is personally opposed to much that Hiller does, but he 
always surrenders.” Ambassador Dodd's Diary, p. 424. 

Weizsiicker, op. cit., p. 132. 

Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression (hereafter cited as NCA), PS 1759, affidavit 
of Raymond Geist, former U. S. consul in Berlin, August 28, 1945. 

Briining affidavit, Document Book Weizsdcker, 11, Doc. 1. 

Kordt, Nicht aus den Akten, pp. 51-.52. 

^"Theodore von Laue, “G. V. Chichcrin, Peoples Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs, 1918-1930,” in Craig and Gilbert, The Diplomats, pp. 234 281. 

^^Kaulsky, however, had beeen entrusted, in the early Ehert-Haase cabinet, 
with editing the “war guilt” documents from Foreign Office archives. See his 
biographical sketch in Der grosse Brockhaus, 15 ed. 

Dino Grandi, Mussolini’s first Fascist foreign minister, had been tempered 
by his contact with permanent officials of the Italian Foreign Office; during hi.s 
tenure of office, inroads of Fa.sci.st appointees had been checked by these officials. 
But Grandi’s efforts to steer a “traditional” course for Italian foreign policy in 
1933 found little favor with Mussolini, who considered him a “prisoner of the 
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League of Nalioiis.” In fact, Grandi had already been removed from office in 1932 
and transferred to London as ambassador. Sec Stewart Hughes, “Giano and his 
Amljassadors,” in Craig and (/ilhert, op. rtf., especially pp. 512 517. 

"'Poole Mission^ interrogation xi. October 10, 1945. 

""New York Times^ April 12, 193.1. Several days before bis removal, Schwarz 
had entertained Professor Albert Einstein and wife at his New York home. 
Schwarz refused to return to Germany. Prittwitz’s resignation was announced on 
March 14, 1933. 

Ihld., April 25, 1933. The Foreign Office could not have been seriously 
affected by this early purge of Jewish civil servants. It is difficult to ascertain 
how many German diplomats in 1933 were of Jewish extraction. However, accord¬ 
ing to Raoul Hilherg’s study, “The Role of the German Civil Service in the 
Destruction of the Jews,” only about 2,000 Jews in all were employed in higher 
official positions in the central, provincial, and local administrations, and in the 
armed forces of tlie Reich early in 1933. See Hilberg, p. 32. 

" New Y'^ork Times, August 5, 1933. 

ff er IsTs, 1935 ed. 

Weizsacker, op. cit., p. 107; also Dirksen, op. n't., pp. 120 -121. 

' Hermann Rauschning, Hitler Speaks, pp. 268 -269. 

Henry Picker, Hitlers Tischf^esprdche im Fuhrerhauptquartier, p. 106. 

Ibid., p. 97. 

For a thorough account of the Aiislatidsorpanisation .see H.S. Department 
of State, National Socialism: Basic Principles, Their Application by the Nazi 
Party s Foreign Organization, and the iJ.se of Germans Abroad for Nazi Aims, 
pp. 9.3-139. 

■""For details on Rosenberg’s career, .see Lang and Schenck, Memoirs of Alfred 
Rosenberg. 

yblkischer Beohaehter, Munich ed., April 4, 1933. 

■" Loc. cit. 

'“Ibid., April 5, 1933. 

■ ^ Loc. cit. 

" Frankfurter Zeitiing, April 4, 1933, 

' PS 2319, organization chart of the APA, prepared in 1937. 

"Adolf Hiller, Mein Kampf, p. 183. 

■'See Mein Kampf, pp. 163-195, for Hitler’s analysis of the “errors” of Im¬ 
perial Germany’s foreign policy. 

■'^‘^ Ibid., p. 900. 

London Times, May 9, 1933. 

"'Ibid., May 10, 1933. 

“ Ibid., May 15, 1933. This visit, far from being deplored by the Foreign Office, 
seems to have been eagerly facilitated to demonstrate to Hitler the consequences 
of employing Party boors in diplomatic work. See Paul Schwarz, 7'his Man Rib- 
ben trap, pp. 87- 88. 

*" Considerations of relevance make it superfluous to describe at length the 
pompous and inept APA activities. For a full description see NCA, PS 003, a 
short activity report prepared by Rosenberg in October, 1935; NCA, PS 007, a 
comprehensive, undated report made by Rosenberg, covering the period 1933- 
1943; NCA, PS 2319, a survey of the office’s structure in 1937. These querulous, 
occasionally fanciful documents, which dwell bitterly upon Foreign Office ob¬ 
struction, reveal the highly amateur caliber of Rosenberg’s diplomacy. To APA 
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iniliativ(‘ in 1935 wen* attrihnied, for example, the. “orientins” of the Duke of 
Kent on National Srieialii-in so that he inijrlit eonvey appropriale impressions to 
Kin^i (ieorj^e V—a feat wliieh “has exerted a dehnile pressure for a chanf;e of 
cahinet ... in the direelion of closer eordialily for Germ any.” Other “prominenl” 
Enslishmen “influenced” hy APA af;c‘iils at that time were one Caj)tain MeCaw, 
a “semi-oflieial coiinsc*! of the English Ministry of War”; Archibald Boyle, a 
“truly enthusiastic adjutant of the Duke of Goiinaught.” (Neither of thc*se “in¬ 
fluential men” npp<*ars in tin* eonliunporary 119351 If'ho's fDio, nor in later edi¬ 
tions.) Early APA efforts in Kiimania, China, and the Near East, it would .seem, 
were “sabotaged” hy the Foreign Olliee. See PS 00',L Actually, Kosenherg’s area 
of work was eirciiinscrihcd by J’arty agencies as well. Thus, APA wa.s forbidden 
to engage in work in Austria, Italy, or Vugoslavia. The calil)cr of Unsemherg’s 
chief “diplomatic attaches” may perhaps I»e measured hy the, following excerpts 
from a report prepared hy his chief advi.sc'r, Thilo von Trotha, in 1934. This 
report, dealing with (h*rniany's relations with .Scandinavian countries, makes the 
fcdlowing observations; “The situation in the North can he regarded as follows: 
All five countries (except Icc'land) are in a rai)id economic decline. Politically, 
Sweden and Denmark are governed hy Reels; Norway is confronted hy a sijnilar 
decision. Finland and Iceland are govern(*d l>y convcjrsation.... So-called pure 
means of htreigri policy are not .suited to the North, whieli is little inlerestcid in 
pure foreign policy.” PS Tliilct von Trotha to Rosenberg, January 31, 1934. 
In retrospect, APA ftroved of c*(uiscquenc*e only on one occasion. In the winter of 
1939 1940, the Norwegian pro-Nazi, Quisling, was brought to Hiller’s alleniion 
through Rosenberg's good ofliocs. An intcrc‘sling aceoiiiil of an /4/M’Forc‘igii 
Ofl'ice tangle in the Far East may he found in Ambassador Dirksen’s memoirs, 
and in 1*S 007. In 1931, an abortive move hy (iuring, Keppler, and Coring’s 
l)rolher-in-law Biegele was uiiclerlakc'ii to have a certain Ilc^ye appointed by 
llillcT as Peaiijirafitv-T jiir Manchiikuo, chic'lly to facilitate certain private eect- 
nornic schemes of this group in Manchuria. The apj)ointment would have 
amounted to virlual recognition hy (/ermany of japan's conquest of Mancduiria. 
The measure w^a.s rcmled through Rosc*nherg's office in order to escaf)c Foreign 
Office alleniion. Bui it was discovered in lime and quashed. .Sec Dirk.sen, np. r/7., 
pp. 159-160. “The MancJiurian incident,” Rosenberg wrote in 1935, “without 
question was sabotaged in the worsi fashion hy the Foreign Office.” See PS 003, 

““We Ormans,” wrote Weiz.sacker, “were not suited to Cc'neva. Our diplo¬ 
mats wt‘re iinacM uslomed to public addresses_The* (ituman, moreover, does 

not cut a happy figure at congrc's.ses-The chief henc*ficiaries of conferences, 

as far as 1 c;ould sec, were the repre.senlativc's of dark-haired nations.” Weiz- 
siicker, op. cit., j). 89. Neuralh, at Niirnherg, latc?r admitted that he had advi.sed 
Hiller to break with the League, siriee no further results could he made in 
Geneva. NPA, .Supplement B, p. 1,504. 

“The most eomprehensive treatment of the altitudes of F(»reign Office officials 
between 19.1.1 and 1938 toward Hitler’s foreign policy is “The German Foreign 
Office from Ncnralli to Rihhe.nlrop,” in Craig and Gilbert, op. cit., pp. 406 436. 

.Sec especially L. B. Namif;r, In the Nazi Era, pp. l.'l 33, 63-103, for a com¬ 
parison of the attitudes of General Beck, Stale Seeielary Weizsiicker, and Erich 
and 'I’heo Kordt, 
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CHAPTER III 

’ Tills rrlalionship, sniarking of nrpotisiri, once moved llie rrcnch Amliassador 
Frun^'ois-Poncct lo remark, when leaviii^; llic Willielmslrasse one day: “1 have 
seen the Father, and ihe Son, hut where is the Holy Chosi y” Weizsacker, Erinne- 
rungen, p. Id.'k 

■ Quoted in Frankjurtvr Zeitung, Fehruary 3, 1938. 

''Lor. rit. 

' Frankfurter Zeitiing, Fehruary 4, 1938. 

' IbkL, Fehruary 3, 1938. 

"in the words of Laniniers, who also was a member, the Council “eouhl only 
he summoned by the Fiihrer himself. It had no right to call a meeting ilself. The 
Fiihrer never summoned il, and . . . the Couneil never uiet," Se e Ease XI Tran- 
script. (English version), p. 20033. 

■’Interrogation of Neurath by Major James J. Alonigan, Jr., at Niirnberg, 
October 3, 194.3, XEA. Supplement R, p. 149J. 

^ For an excellent treatment of the Fehruary 4 crisis, see Ted ford I’aylor, Sword 
and Swastika, pp. 118-174. Thi‘ llossbaeh memorandum of llillei’s conference 
of November 5, 1937, may be found in A'C.4, I*S 380. An account by a foreign 
diplomat in Herlin of these event.s is given in Frun^ois-Poiicet’s The Fateful 
Years, pp. 22.3 235, 

" Ribbentrop was awarded the Ehrenkreitz first class. 

‘"While Ribbentrop doubtiess was at the peace confcrenci* in somi' minor 
capacity, his name is nowhere mentioned in A^ictor .SeliifT’s comprehensive study, 
Germans at Versailles (London: W^illiams and Norgalc, 1930). 

“ (rcrtrud von Ribbentrop, although a distant relative, had beim a close family 
friend and had Jived with them for long periods during llibbentrop’s youth in 
Metz. Sec Schw'arz, op. cit., pp. 40 41. Wdieii entering the .S\S, Ribbi-nlrop with¬ 
held details of this “ailoption” from his genealogy chart, hut was later requested 
by the .S\S’ Sippenforschnngsa/nl, an .S’.S genealogical ofTicc, to supply details. For 
Ribbcnlrop’s reply, furnishing details, st‘e NCA, D OdO. 

lUilow-ischwante later became protocol chief in Neiirath's Foreign Office. In 
102.5, he had married the widowed sister of Foreign Olhcc Slate Secretary von 
Schubert. I’aiil .Schwarz, op. cit., pp. 74 77. 

Ilnd., p. 75. 

riic visit, Rihbentroyi later recalled, was made possible by Count Helldorf, 
later Nazi police chief in Rerlin, a regimental comrade of Ribbentrop in World 
War I. “I visited Adcdf Hitler and had u long discussion with him at that time,” 
he reminisced at Niirnberg, “that is to say, Adolf Hitler explained his vicw.s ... to 
me.” International Military Tribunal Proceedings (hereafter cited as IMTP), 
X, 227. 

’' Schwarz, op. cit., pp. 78 79. 

EarlicT meetings, of course, look place in the home of Raron von Sehroeder, 
I lie Cologne industrialist. Rut Kihhenirop, in his .self-composed Wer Ist's hiog 
raphy, characteristically claimed all the credit for the deal: “Through his inter¬ 
mediation ... the Hitler govcrnmeiil wa.s formed between 10 January and 30 
January, 1933; the decisive meetings look place in his home in Rcrlin-Dahlem.” 
IT'er IsTs (1935 ed.). 
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” According lo Hermann Raiischning, Ribbcnirop was initially persuaded to 
join the Party by the. notorious Nazi, Count Ilelldorf. Hermann Raiischiiing, 
Men of Chaos, p. 196. 

"'For one such sealhing estimate, see Frangois-Poncel, op. cit., pp. 231 233. 
Brittanicijs Viator, “Representative Men,” English Review, LXII (April, 
1936), 413-415. 

“"For a list of Ribbenlrop’s various offices, see his own affidavit prepared in 
Niirnberg, 1935: NCA, PS 2H29. 

For one such estimate, characlerislic of many others, see Erich Kordt, Wahn 
and Wlrklichkelt, p. 91. Ribbentrop’s early reports lo Hitler on political ques¬ 
tions were so filled with absurdities and patent errors that leading officials be¬ 
lieved “he would quickly make his own standing with Hiller impossible.” See 
also Geyr von Sehweppenburg’s Erinnerungen eines M Hit nr attaches, p. 125, for 
his remarks on Ribbentrop’s working methods: “He read reports only with the 
greatest reluctance. ... Without exception the reports he personally wrote were 
hut clumsy exercises. ... His work in great measure was unsystematic, his oper¬ 
ating procedures irregular and incalculable.” Geyr was for a short time Ribben¬ 
trop’s military altaclic in London. He notes that following Ribbenirop's appoint¬ 
ment there as ambassador, the ranks of experienced embassy personnel began 
rapidly to thin out, assuming “almost the character of a flight.” Of the old and 
experienced personnel, only he and the Naval Attache Admiral Wa.s.sner re¬ 
mained. Ibid., p. 117. 

“Kordt, Nicht aus den Akten, p. 88. 

-^*‘Forellcnzucht" —a term used lo describe the foreign service training period. 
Haushofer’s son, Albrecht, was for several years employed by Ribbentrop in 
the IJuro RAM, although his experiences there alienated him from both Ribben¬ 
trop and the Nazi party in general. He was executed by the Nazis in April, 1945. 
See introduction by Rainer Hildebrandt to Haushofer’s posthumously published 
Moabiter Sonnette (Zurich; Artemis Verlag, 1948). 

“'.Schwarz, This Man Ribbentrop, pp. 89 90. 

“"Peter KleisI, Zwischen Hitler and Stalin, pp. 11-15. 

Germany here acquired the right to a submarine tonnage equal in total lo 
that possessed by the entire Briti.sh Cominonw'ealth, as long as the arrangement 
as to total tonnage was not violated. See G. N. Gathorne-Hardy, A Short History 
of International Affairs, 3d cd. (London; Oxford University Press, 1942), p. 398. 
“"Kordt, Nicht aus den Akten, pp. 61-62; also Schwarz, op. cit., p. 104. 
“Ribbentrop argued elaborately, at Niirnberg after the war, that his desire 
to achieve an “Anglo-German understanding” led him lo turn down the slate- 
secretary post so that he might go to London. See IMTP, X, 236. The same story 
was given by him in conversation with British officials in 1937. Winston S. 
Churchill, The Gathering Storm, pp. 222 223. 

London Times, December 10, 1936. 

“ Ibid., February 7, 1938. 

''Mbid., October 22, 1936. 

Ibid., December 16, 1936. 

Churchill, op. cit., pp. 222 -223. 

NCA, Supplement B, p. 1214. 

Churchill, op. cit., p. 222. 

NCA, Supplement B, p. 1215. 

^Ibid., TC 75. 
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'"'This castle was expropriated from one Herr von Reniitz, brotlicr-in-law of 
August Thyssen. Reniilz subsecpiently died in a roneentralion camp. The foreign 
minister later acquired two bunting lodges, one in Slovakia and the other in the 
Sudetenland. See Sir David Maxwell-Fife's cross-exainination of Paul Otto 
Schmidt at Niirnberg, March 28, 1946. IMTP, X, 208 209. 

‘"Kordt, Nicht aus den Ahten, pp. 183 IB.'i. According to Kordt, Ribbentrop, 
upon becoming foreign minister, assembled his I)y then somewhat disgruntled 
staff to explain his unwillingness to lake them into the Ff)reign Office with him. 
“It is unworthy of us,” he declared lamely, “to strive for official posts and 
pension rights. The members of my Diejisfstelle sbould not lliink just of them¬ 
selves and their families, but should think only of selflessly serving the P'iihrer’s 
policies.” Jbid., p. 183. The Dienststellc was not officially dissolved until Feb¬ 
ruary 1, 1940, however. See A6’ 1078, Hess to Rosenberg, January 30, 1940. 
Ribbenirop’s Ableiliing Deutschland took over its functions of hanrlling Parly- 
Foreign Office liaison on questions of foreign ptdicy. Hess in his memorandum 
notes that only chosen Party members would be assigned to this new ageney. 

■“ Kleisl, op. rit.^ pp. 14-15; also Dirksen, Moskau-Tokio-London^ p. 185. 

'' Dirksen, ibid., p. 199. 

Weizsiickcr, Erinnerungeii, pp. 51-60. The slat<* secretary’s father had at¬ 
tracted public attention during World War I by his forthright opposition to 
Tirpilz’s submarine policy. 

" Jbid.y p. 145. 

■‘’'Kordt, Nicht aus den Aktvn, p. 199. According to Bohle at Niirnberg, Ribben- 
trop did not conceal his displeasure about having a (iauleilcr in Ids own office. 
“He told me that hinis<.‘lf, one day, showing me at the same time several foreign 
newspapers in which f was mentioned as a promising young man who might some 
day be Herman foreign minister.” Case XI Transcript (English version), p. 
13504. 

(Compare the Foreign Office organization chart of December 1, 1937, with 
that of June 1, 1938, found in appendices to Documents on German Foreign 
Policy: (hereafter cited as DGFP), Series D, 1 and H. Few changes 

on lower levels were iinderlaken in the first few months of Ribbentrop’s tenure. 
One official, who bad taken a dislike to Ribbentrop in the late 'twenties and bud 
consequently opposed his admission to the Berlin Vnionklub, was cUsshiered. 
Schwarz, op. cit., p. 63; also Weizsaeker, op. cif., p. 157. 

For accounts of these first few' days of Ribbenlrop's tenure, see Schwarz, 
op. cit., pp. 227-237; also Kordt, Nicht aus den Akten, pp. 177-189. 

These figures include only officials with rank of legation rnunselor or higher 
in the higher service ihoherer Dienst). They do not include officials then serving 
in missions abroad. Data have been derived by checking names from the Foreign 
Office membership list as of December 1, 1937 {Geschdjt.sverteilungsplan des 
Auswnrtigen Amtes) found in DGFP, Series D, I, appendix ii, against NSDAP 
membership files located in D.S. Army Document (Center 7771, Berlin. 

Priifer, Wiehl, Mackensen, Bismarck, and Clodius. Biilow-Schwante, Neu- 
rath’s protocol chief, had also joined in 1936. 

A few lower officials had, however. 

SS personnel files of Ernst von Weizsaeker, U.S. Army Document Center 
7771, Berlin. 

Loc. cit. 

Case XI Transcript (English version), pp. 10859-10860. “Brueggclmcier” 
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prf.siimahly is Eduard Briicklineifr, a lower-et-lielmi carrrr official attaclicd lo 
Kil)b(*iitrop’s stall in London and, later, in Berlin. Originally a Kibbentrop 
favorite, be. was dcnouncetl by the (iestapo in lUdO for “defeatism,” was retired 
on pension from I lie Foreit,^n Office in May, 1940, and sidisequently was arrested 
and exeeiilcd, after July 20, 1944. 

Woeriiiann testified at Niiniberg that Ribbentrop urged .S.S mendiersbip on 
him in order lo obtain the uniform for cerermmial pnrp(»ses. But the iiitiodiiction 
of a special Foreign Office uniform in the spring of 19.'i8 made this less necessary. 

'Tlie. dilemma of having to cboo.se between acting a.s a policy maker or ad¬ 
ministrator during periods of swift international activity has, of course, plagued 
democratic statesmen as well. One recalls the failure of Secretary Janies Byrnes, 
in 1946 1947, to reorganize the American .State Department a failure occasioned 
by his constant commutation bctw^ecn Washington and European capitals, giving 
ri.se to the Washington quip, “The .State Department liddle.s while Byrnes roams.” 

Churchill, op. ril., jip. 271-272. 

"For (icmiaii versions of this event, .see .Schwarz, op. rit., pp. 2.^3-2.'i7; also 
Kordl, Nicht nus den Ahtvn, pp. 194-198. During Ribbentrop's absence in Lon¬ 
don, Hitler requested Neiirath to conduct imolliiially Wilhelriistrasse busines.s. 
Ribbentroj) was not able t(» leave London until given permission by llitliT to do 
so on March 14. 

DGFP, Series D, 1, 607 609. Ribbentrop, in the British Who\s U'/w, was to 
claim, in 1939, that the Ansi hluss hacl been his accomplishnient as foreign Jiiiii- 
i.ster. 

Lor. cit. 

W^eizsacker, op. rit., pi. L'lb. 

N(r 4062, secret repiort of the Reich Ministry of Finance on expemlitures of 
Reich rriinisiric.s, datcil July 17, 1939. Figures for Reich debt, General Finance 
Admini.straliim, and for Saarland are omitted. 

"“Karl Ritter, Priifer’s predecessor at tbe Rio de Janeiro embas.sy, was recalled 
lo the Foreign Office at reque.st of the Brazilian government, but until S(‘pteiiiber, 
1939, be wa.s given no important la.sk in the Berlin olllee. See Ritter's career 
affidavit: NG ,1589. 

Kricbel died in early 1941. 

The rapidity of Schroeder's ri.se was, at the lime, extraordinary for the 
foreign .service. Until .September, 193.^, he hud been in the so-called gchobener 
Divnst (the upper service of the W^illnJiiistrasse’s techniral stall a caste of the 
officialdom rigidly subordinate to the .so-called hdherer IJienst). At this lime he 
fias.sed his diplomatie-eonsular examinalion. Within three years lie had attained 
the rank of senior legation counselor. As Lundtspnippe.nlc,iter, Schroeder had 
attended the leader school Bennaii in the summer of 1933, for Nazi leadership) 
training under AO auspices. He succeeded Kricl)el as divi.sion chief in 1941. 
Schroeder lilc.s in IJ.S. Army Document (ienter 7771, Berlin. 

"■ According lo the draft of a report p)rejiared by Bcrtling for future foreign- 
service candidates, the. training center wa.s lo he designed f(»r both the higher 
.st'rvicc and lower administrative echelons (i.c., the so-called gehobener and 
rnitllerer Dierist). “4'hc primary condition” for admission wa.s “membership in the 
NSUAf* or proven .service in the Parly\s affiliated organizations.” “Only the elite 
of tlic racially most valuable elements will be admitted as candidates.” Sec NG 
378], Bcrtling to Amtsrat Biirgdorf of tbe Reich Chancellery, March 14, 1941. 

""Kordt, ISicht ans den Akten, p. .389. 

Bertling's Foreign Office title was Komniandeur des Nachwuchshausc.s dcs 
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AiLSwdrtigCTi Arntrs. Informalion supplied by U.S. Army Documenl Onter, 
HtTlling filrs. Dfrllin^'s proposed sehool for di]iloiiials was not llie first Parly 
experiment of its kind. Alfred Kosenberg and the A/^A earlier had set up, in 
Dahlem, a so-ealled Au.ssetipoUnsrhes Srhidunpshaiis dcr NSDAP, to train 
would-be Parly diplomats. Allhoiigli it had no otiieial stains in the Foreign 
Office, the latter did permit its graduates to take the preliminary attache exami¬ 
nation. See Monatsheftfi filr Aiiswnrtifre Politik, IV (October, 1937), 631. 

""According to Schwarz, op. cit., pp. 71-78. Ihilow neglected to inform the 
Fiihrer in advance of a gala Fa Scala opera performance which he was to attend 
as guest of the Italian king, that military nniforin, not civilian evening dress, 
was prescribed; a mortified Fiihrer thus harl been paraded before an honor 
guard of Italian troops alongside his minuscule hut militarily resplendent host. 

""IMG 52()I (A), a memorandum prepared by legation secretary (and later 
SS-SturnihannfLihrt‘r) Schurnherg, Octfdier 8, 1936. Rcfcrat Deutschland's com¬ 
petence lor matters of Jewish persecution anrl cloak-and-daggcr work did not, 
of course, preclude active fiarticipation by tbe state secretary and the Political 
Division when issues of high pfdicy were at stake, d’hus, f(>r example, in the 
inlerniinisterial conference of November 12, 1938, summoned by (hiring to dis¬ 
cuss the “Jewish problem” after the. assassination of Embassy Counselor vom 
Hath in Paris, Woeriiiann, accompuni(‘d by Schumberg, re})resent(M| the Foreign 
()ffic(’. A “fine” of KM 1,000,000,000 was levied upon the German J«*wish com- 
niunily as eonsequence of this c.onferenee. VVoermann (h‘pulized for Wei/siickci. 
S('e I\/C ,7936. Decisions concerning Fondgn Office sul)sifli/ation of Himmler’s 
subversive oy)erations abroad were customarily handled, before 1940, by the 
P(dilical Division. A6’ 3.72.7; see also p. 126 129. 

"Information above and hdlowing was obtained from the following .sources: 
Martin Luther’s NSDAl* ineinbershij) files and SA files; interview with Frau 
Irmgaard Luther, his widow ; interview with Ernst Woermann who, a.s embassy 
counselor in London first made Luther’s acquaintance. According to Woermann, 
Luther WMs taken to London at Frau Kil»bt‘ntroi)'.s suggestion, 

'' Kordl, W'ahn iind WirhUrhkelt, p. 373. 

Marlin Luther, NSDAP files, 11. S. Army Document Center 7771, Kerlin. 

’Letter of Bormann to Supreme Parly (’ourl, October 4, 19.38, ibid. 

' Foreign Office organization eliarl of February 15, 1939. DCFl\ Series D, IV. 
71.5-721. 

"Minutes of ministry chiefs' conference. May 21, 1933, NG 4272. Rosenberg, 
still languishing in di.sgrace from his London visit, and from repercussions aris¬ 
ing from his APA'v> attacks upon American news correspondents in Berlin, was 
ilenied any participation in foreign-propaganda work at this time. An “expose” 
of the Rosenberg-Goebbels feud over propaganda may be found in Kurt Ludecke, 
/ Knew Hitler, pp. 611 704. For text of Hiller’s decree, see Reirhsfiesetzhlatt 
(hereafter cited as RGB). 1 (1933), 449. The directive also affected the Willudm- 
slrasse's (’ultural Division. 

'"For an account of this teinjmst in a teapot (unnoticed at the time because of 
the Polish crisi.s), see Kordl, ISUhl aiis den Akten, pp. 320 32L “Ribhentrop,” 
noted Kordt in a letter to tlie autlior, “used hi.s personal bodyguard a.s the officials 
of the Foreign Office were considered as little suited h)r the proposed action.” 
Weizsiicker, for his purl, competently defended his .stiperior’.s position in this 
struggle in eonfcreiiees wdlh Propaganda Ministry officials. See his aide memoire 
of talks with division chief Greiner of Promi. August 17, 1939, NG 5774. 

NG 2943, Hitler decree of September 8, 1939. Both ministries fought hard 
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rn attract forcit!;!! correspondents. Press conferences were regularly held twice 
daily in the Propaganda Ministry and once a day at the Foreign Office. See Sing- 
ton and Weidenfeld, The Goebbcls Experiment, pp. 101- 102. For details on Paul 
Karl Schmidt’s appointment, see Schmidt affidavit, NC 3590. Despite Hitler’s 
compromise decree, the hallle continued through the war. In 1940, Ribbentrop 
recaptured P'oreign Office control over press attaches in missions abroad, who 
had bcem under the direct control of Oocbbels. For several months during the 
war he even broke Dietrich’s press-service monopoly by establishing the Trans- 
hontinent Preas agency serving southeast European newspapers. Otto Dietrich 
affidavit, NG 995. 

Case XI Transcript (English version), p. 7595. 

"" Paul Otto Schmidt, op. cit., p. 560. 

F'or a brief analysis of the Weimar experience with the German civil service, 
sec Arnold Brecht, “Memorandum on (nvil Service Reform in Germany,” pri¬ 
vately mimeographed report by the. author: also, P'. Morstein Marx, “Civil 
Service in Germany,” in L. D. White, et al.. Civil Service /Ibroad. The testimony 
of Dr. Hans Peters, of the University of Berlin, in the Wilhelmstrasse Trial is 
also of interest. Case XI Transcript (Englis)i version), pp. 311-317. 

RGB, 1 (193.3), 175; ibid, p. 433. 

^"’Arnold Brecht, op. cit., pj). 1 2. “Those republican civil servants,” writes 
Brecht, “who kept their jobs were held under severe control, Tliey were in con¬ 
stant danger of losing their positions if they antagonized the Nazis; if dismissed 
they would have little chance of finding any other jobs-[Voluntary! retire¬ 

ment automatically implied the loss of all pension rights, unless the retiring 
employee had already reached the legal age limit.” 

Such transcendent considerations, of course, may prove legally decisive, if 
international conventions or trade agreements specify the permissible level of 
protection. 

For some suggestive remarks on this subject, see Joseph .Schumpeter's 
Imperialism, and Social (dasses (New York: A. M. Kelley, 1951), passim. 

Carl Schmitt, Staat, Bewegung, Volk. 

Ibid., p. 31. 

hoc. cit. 

Ibid., p. 32. 

Franz Neumann, Behemoth, p. 65. 

.Schmitt, op. cit., p. 32. 

Hermann Neef, Deutsches Beriifsbeamtentum, p. 87. 

For text of the 1937 civil-servicc law, see RGB, I (1937), 41-67. 

J.oc. cit. 

Necf, op. cit., p. 133. 

"'^Quoted in P’rederic L. Burin, “Bureaucracy and National Socialism,” in 
Robert K. Merlon et al., eds.. Reader in Bureaucracy (Glencoe, Ill.: The Free 
Press, 19.52), p. 41. 


CHAPTER IV 


^Ambassador Karl Ritter, career diplomat, chief of the Division of Economic 
Affairs during the Weimar Republic; ambassador to Brazil, 1937-1938; ambas- 
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sador at large in the Foreign Office, 19.'38-1945. For the greater part of the war 
Ritter handled Foreign Office liaison matters with OKW. With Wei/siirker he 
was tried before the American Military Tribunal at Niirnbcrg in 1948 1949. 

^Kempner's interrogation of Karl Ritter, NG 3627. 

' While Ribhentrop, until 1937, was exponent of an Anglo-German rap¬ 
prochement, Goring was enlruslcd by Hitler with the enltivation of Italy. See 
Elizabeth Wiskeiriann, Rome-Rerlin Axis, pp. 71--74; 141. Gdring's visits to 
Rome in January, 1937, and April, 1939, were of decisive importance. Ciano, in 
his diary on May 23, 1939, recounting the signing of the Axis “Steel Pact” 
(when he formally bestowed upon Ribhentrop the collar of the Annunziata) 
noted that “Goring ... had tears in his eyes ... von Mackensen told me that 
Crdring had made a scene, complaining that the collar really belonged to him, 
since he was the true and only promoter of the alliance.” Ciano Diaries, May 23, 
1939. 

‘Ironic, since Guns had been Stresemann’s cliief adviser in 1925 during the 
Locarno negotiations. Later, Cans played another, more active role in August, 
1939, as Rihbentrop’s chi('f assistant in drafting the Soviet-German nonaggres¬ 
sion pact. Erich Kordt, Nirht aus den Aktcn, pp. 128-110. 

DGFP, Series D, I, chap, iv, Traulmann feared that abandonment of China 
would only throw her into the arms of Russia, (ierman military advisers in the 
Chinese army were withdrawn in June, 1938, against Traiilmann’s advice. He 
WHS recalled at the same time. 

Weizsacker, Erinncriingen, p. 194. 

^ NG 3716, Weizsacker memo of talk with foreign minister, July 21, 1938. 

” Weizsiickcr, op. cit., p, 193. Cf. Weizsiicker’s preference for the “chemical” in¬ 
stead of “mecliunical” process in settlement of the Czech problem, DGFF, Series 
D, 1, Weizsacker to Traulmann (Nanking), May 30, 1938, p. 864. 

"Ibid., p. 165. 

" NG 1322, Woermann memorandum, August 25,1938. Since 1935, the Sudeten- 
deiUsche Pariei received RM 15,000 per month through the Prague legation; an 
additional RM 3,000 were supplied in Berlin to the Party's representative. See 
also DGFP, Scries D, II, Eisenlohr to Foreign Office, May 12, 1938, p. 274, 
warning of possible Czech discovery of subver.sive legation assistance. 

*' NG 3605, Erich Kordt affidavit. 

Loc. cit. 

‘‘See Tlieo Kordt’s testimony, at Niirnbcrg, C.ase XI Transcript (German ver¬ 
sion), pp. 12020-12027. 

“ See, for example, T)irk.scn’s cable of May 22, 1938, DGFP, Series D, II, 322; 
also Welc/eck from Paris, May 23, 1938, ibid., p. 326; Fahriciiis from Rucharcst, 
ibid., p. 337. 

‘ See Dirksen's account of his London mission--compo.sed on August 19, 
1939, after his retirement to his estate—in Documents and Materials Relating to 
the Eve of the Second World War, II, Doc. 27. These arc the U.S.S.R.-captured 
“von Dirksen papers.” 

NG 3716, Weizsacker memorandum of July 21, 1938. 

‘‘ Loc. cit. 

Ibid., Weizsiicker memorandum, August 19, 1938. 

“ Loc. cit. 

Loc. cit. 

Henderson to Halifax, August 13, 1938, DBFP, Third Series, II, 91-92. 
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' Ihi(L, (July :U), 1938), j). 24. 

'Ibid., ( 23, 193H), p. 13». 

Ibid., ( Srj)rriiil)rr 12, 1938*, p. 297. 

■ Ibid., (Sopleinlu'i- 13, 1938), App<‘n(iix I, p. 654. 

"Ibid., (Sir G, Wariur I lliTne 1 to Halifax, Srpl(‘ml»fi 5, 1938), p. 212. Ar- 
lo^^lin^!: to Iliiickliarfll, when hr arrived in Berne he “vv(»ke up’ the Brilisii 
niiuLster In ^ive him the message. But unless Warner was tliven to sleepinj; 
afleninoiis, this would irulirale that he did not rush lliis “highly placed pei'snn- 
afre’s” inessatie to London, for it eerlainly must have he('ii tiiveii him during the 
ni^hr, Iml was not transmilled to London until 5:45 r.ivi. on Seplemher 5. G.om- 
pare exeer|)ls from Burekhardt’s diary aeeoiinl of this affair in Document Hook 
Wviz.dicker, la, with the ahove British narrative. 

Skrine-Stevenson ((ierieva) to Mr. Straii*? of the Forei^^n Ofliee, Set)lemher 
8, 1938, DUFP, 4’hird Scries, II, appendix iv. Stevc-nsnn, who nc’xt year (1939) 
wa^ to heroine’ private secretary to the foreign secretary, was then a I'orei*;!! 
Office counselor. 

Ouoled in L. B. Namier, In the Nazi Fra, ]i. 76. 

L. 11. Namier, o/). rit., pp. 90 97. “... what,” writes Namier, of TIu’O Kordt’s 
TiOndon activities, “was there of eonercMe data to make' a responsible state'sman 
lake* cTucial de'cisions'.^ A messaj'e* from an allej^etl Fronde of iindiselose'd c;oin- 
posilion and unknown stren^ith, whose capacity to ae*t at the time remains unciT- 
tain even now.” Ibid., p. 91. The’ same ini'i.hl be said of Weizsacker’s own 
enterprise'. 

Fxcerpt from Burekhardi eliary. Document liooh W'eizsiicker, la, Doe. 169a, 
written in Nove mber, 1938. 

'' We’izsacker. op. cil., p. 193. 

HasseU Diaries, p, 9. 

■ ' A former official e»f the Pedilical Division. 

JIassell Diaries, p. 19. 

Ibid., pp. 21 22. 

'■ Ibid,, p. 20. 

NG iUiOI, Herbert von Dirkse’ii affidavit, describiiij^ his work in London. 
See also his memoirs, /\Joskau-Tokio-London, pp. 209-235. The* aiubassaeleir, in 
Aujjust, 1939, requested to be placed on inactive duty and h(*lel no further 
positions in the foreifiii si'rvire’ afte'r that lime. 

See* Documents and Materials Relating to the F.ve of the. Second World War, 
11, 190 191, for Dirksen’s e-omments. 

'' Paul Schmidt, Statist auf diplomatischer liithne, p. 464. 

Cinno Diaries, entry for Novenibe*r 7, 19.39. 

” See jip. 13'L-135. 

'■ Schmidt, op. cit., ji. 467. 

^ Organization chart of Foreign Office as of August, 1940, NG 085. 

Data have lieen editaincd in the same fashion ns those of 1938, by comparing 
the organizational chart of the Foreign Office (as of August, 1940) with NSDAP 
reccjrds in U.S. Army Document Center 7771, Berlin. Bensons given in Parly 
records for rejection of membe*rship were chiefly lack of noticeable enthusiasm 
or work for the Party. Werner von (.Frundherr, the Political Division’s Scandi¬ 
navian expert, however, was rejected on grounds of his “conceit and arrogance.” 

‘‘‘Of the 35 Referenten in the Economic and Political Divisions 11 were not 
Party inembe’rs in 1940. The highest incidence of riqection of applications was 
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in the Political Division, where 4 applications of 14 hi^luT otlicials w^ere Inrncil 
down. 

Wcizsiicker in his memoirs had the following to say of his acceplanre td 

and Parly inemhcrship: “ft was ohvioijs that 1 cmdd not reject tliese two 
appoiniments without promptly ahandoiiing iny self-chosen task. . . . They wen' 
for me an inescapahh* concession to the rcspoiisihility 1 had assumed as Stale 
Secretary.” Weizsiickc r, oj). cit., p. 15.1. 

*' For a more intimate account of this nc»vel arrangement, see Paul Sclirnidl, 
op. cit., pp. 467-4611; Kordt, Nirht aus den Akten, pp. .18!■ 51111. Kveri wlnn in 
llerlin, llie rift between the “regular” Foreign Ollic<' ofiicials and Kibbenlroj)’s 
personal staff corilinued. Fmiilating their chief, the Hiito RAM functiojiaries 
arrived later than normal husiiiess hours every morning t about ]();00 or 11:00 
A.M.), shared meals with Kibbeiitrop, and randy left llu'ir slalT quarters before 
mifinighl. Fran/ Sonnleilliner afliduvil, IJornnient Book Ritter, 1, py). 7-8. 

Affidavit of Andt»r Uencke, Woerinnnn'.s successor as Chief of the Political 
Division, Document Book If oermann. 111, Doc. 92. 

NSDAP, SA, and .STS files. 

Kriebel decree. May 7, 1940, Document Book IVoermann. 111, Doc. 3. 

This last, grotesque task of Luther's division was specifically mentioned on 
the official Foreign Ofliec organization chart of August, 1940. A'C fTk'5. 

'Ibid., Kriebel circular of May 21, 1910. 

■ 'Memorandum of L(‘gation Secretary Werner Picol of Ai>teiliinf^ Deutschland, 
August 16, 1941, Document Book Weizsiicker, IX (supplement). Doc. 492a. 
concerning Abteilun^ Deutschland's unique distribution pfdicy: “Insofar as 
there may exist an essential competeiici' of anotht'r |ag(‘ncy|, Deutschland will 
permit a copy of the coinniunication concerned to be Iransmilled to it.” See aDo 
division cdiicf Luther to .S.S Ohergruppenfiihrcr Miiller of RSIIA, Di'ci'inber 8, 
1942, Document Book W eizsiieker, IX (supplement). Doc. 492b. Here? Luther 
informs Miiller that henceforth all communications from his office uf the Foreign 
Office, including lop secret ones, should b(‘ sent directly to Abteilung Deutsch¬ 
land. Midler’s office {Amt 17) was the central Oestapo headquarters. 

Hans Berrid von Iluften was a career diplomat in the (ierman Foreign 
Oflice. Implicated in the July 20 conspiracy this l)rother. Lieutenant Werner 
von Hiiften, was an aide-de-camp of Colonel Claus von Stauffenberg), he was 
executed in 1944'. According to an affidavit of his widow, he was transferred, 
with Weizsiickc'r's pt;rinissioii, from the Per.sonnel Division to Abteilung Deutsch¬ 
land in 1940. See Document Book Weizsiieker, V, Doc. 244. Acc(»rding to Dr. 
Wilhelm Mclehers, Hiiflc'n almost siicciimheil to a nervous breakdown from his 
observations of Lnther'.s activities, “but managed to linbl owl, in order to make 
use of this listening post.” Document Book If'eizsiirker, VI, Doc. 16. 

' “ Affidavit of Dr. Herbert Siegfried, Document Book If eizsiirker, VI, Doc. 336. 

'J'estimony of Kihh(*ntrop’.s personal secretary, Margarelc Plank, IM'l'B, 
190: “These plans did not go beyond the initial stage because of the war. In 
the course of the war they were taken up again when the question of new blood 
for the Foreign Office became acute.” 

.Schroeder affidavit. Document Book fV eiz.sacker, lb. Doc. 171. Also, Kordt, 
Nirht aus den Akten, pp. 388 391. The foreign minister’s wrath was incurred in 
this ease by Hasso von Ftzdorf, a young Political Division official, who, without 
Kihhenlrop’s knowledge, had relayed to OK If' headquarters a communication 
from the United States government (charged with the proUulion of Tlelgiiim’a 
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interests in Germany) notifying the German government that Brussels was to be 
an open city. Henceforth, Et/.dorf’s office (Pol. I-m) was placed in the hands 
of one Heinz Kramarz, a reliable Nazi Ribbentrop appointee. NG 035, Schroeder 
udrninistralive decree of Jidy 17, 1940. Kramarz was the only higher official in 
the Political Division during the war wdio owed his appointment to the foreign 
minister; he was previously a close associate of Luther in Abteilung Deutschland. 

Tlie 1937 Reich civil-service law originally provided that civil servants 
could “at any time” request to be retired; compliance with such requests in all 
ministries was mandatory. See Deutsches lieamtengesetz D)37, 60, RGB, 1 (1937), 
50. Shortly before the invasion of Poland, on March 25, 1939, this provision 
was eliminated; henceforth, ministry chiefs of civilian agencies were permitted 
to deny such permission h)r a period terminating December 31, 1941. .See Gesetz 
ziir Andcnm^ des De.utschen Beamtengesetzes, set*. 2. par. 2, RGB, I (19.39), 
577 578. This amendment was renewed on October 21, 1941, and the. ministers 
of the interior and finance (Frick and Schwerin-Krt»sigk) were given discre¬ 
tionary power to determine “the dale when this limitation I of the resignalion 
right I shall cease to be in effect.” RGB, T (1941), 648. The limitation continued 
in force until the end of the war. The provision for aulomatic retirement of 
officials at the age of 65 was not, however, all*',red. 


CHAPTER V 

^ See Jahrbuch fiir Auswdrtige Politih, 1943, for particulars. 

‘ One practical reason for such Foreign Office interest in these subjects was 
the concern evidenced by neutral protective powers over the fate of nationals 
of statics they were obliged to protect. Tlui.s, for example, when 660 Dutch Jews 
were removed by the SS to concentration camps in Germany bciween February 
and June, 1911, and it was discovered that 400 of them had subsequently died, 
the Swedish government, as trustee of Dutch interests, requested the Foreign 
Office for permission lo inspect the German camps. As LJndersccretary Luther 
observed, in a memorandum to the RSUA on November 5, 1941, such a request 
was difficult to reject summarily, since a reliufl might lessen Swedish vigor in 
representing (German interests in enemy countric.s. For this reason, the Foreign 
Office recommended to the RSUA that such persons should not in the future be 
brought to the Reich, since, if they remained in the Neiherlands, they would 
not come under the competence of the protective power. NG 3700, Luther lo 
RSUA, November 5, 1941. Thi.s position was later abandoned by the Foreign 
Office. 

^ Occasionally, Foreign Office officials themselves initiated recommendations 
for the elimination of prominent political figures in occupied countries. Thus, 
for example, Olto Abetz recommended to the b'oreign Office on May 13, 1944, 
the execution of “influential dissident leaders” in France as reprisal against 
the Algiers Committee’s threatened execution of pro-Nazi Tunisians. “1 take the 
liberty,” wrote Abetz, “therefore to refer to my proposal ... to shoot, as reprisal 
measures ... French dissident personalities responsible for the outbreak of the 
war ... beginning with Leon Blum, Paul Reynaud, and Georges Mandel.” NG 
3065, Abetz to Foreign Office, May 13, 1944. 
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* Such as ihc assassination of the French general Mesny, late in the war, while 
“attempting to escape.” NG 037. 

NG 4052, minutes of meeting held at the Foreign Office, June .'10, 1041, of 
inlerministerial conference on volunteers for Wafjen-SS units to he used against 
the Soviet Union. Representatives of the Foreign Office, the OKW^ the SS- 
Ilauptamt, the Reich plenipotentiary for Denmark, and the APA attended. The 
Foreign Office’s role in such matters involved negotiation of agreements with 
satellite governments to facilitate such recruiting. 

'' Occasionally, the P'oreign Office was excluded from such talks by order of 
the Fiihrer. NG 1508, Lammers memorandum of January 4, 1944. The stale 
secretary, however, did represent the Foreign Office at such meetings on occasion. 
NG 1510, Lammers memorandum, July 12, 1944. Diplomatic representation was 
necessary where negotation with foreign stales was required. 

’ See NG 754 —for example, memorandum on meeting of interminislerial 
Ctimmille(' on Trade Policy, Septemlier 9, 1942, in which representatives of 
Gdring’s Four-Year Plan, of the Ministry of Food and Agriculture, of the Mili¬ 
tary (iommander in Frances, and of the Armistice Delegation participated. The 
meeting concerned routine demands on the French government for increased 
food deliveries to (humaiiy. 

^ .Sec, for example, N(m 3755, report of Dr. Kicser, Abtfiilung Deutschland, to 
Luther, January 27, 1942, concerning interdepartmental ineeling with representa¬ 
tives of fourteen Reich agencies participating, to discuss the problem of inter¬ 
course between (iernian girls and foreign slave workers. The RSHA propo.sed 
a ban on intercourse witli all foreign workers, not merely with Czechs and Poles 
(for whom a ban already existed). The ban, the RSHA represtuitative urged, 
would be applied discriminalely, in accordance with Nazi racial thetiries; more 
stringently for “alien” racial types, loosely for “related races.” The death 
sentence was currently being prescribed for Polish olfenders. The Foreign Office 
refused to give consent until the RSHA proposal was pul in writing. 

“ Rriefly, in 1942, representatives of various Reich agencies, including the 
Foreign Office, diseussed tlie feasibility of holding a propaganda trial of Grynzs- 
paii, the murderer of voin Rath. Weiz.sacker, in April, 1942, discussed with his 
subordinates the matter of Foreign Office representation at the trial which was 
to be sponsored by the Pio])aganda Ministry. For unknowm reasons, the idt;u 
was finally dropped possibly for fear Grynzspan might piibliily admit homo¬ 
sexual relations with the German embassy counselor. See NG 973, minutes of 
meeting of January 22, 1942; representatives of the Foreign Office, Justice 
Ministry, Propaganda Ministry, the Gestapo, and the People’s Court were in¬ 
cluded. 

AG 3193, memorandum on competence of Werner Best, January 5, 1943. 
Ribbenlrop and Himmler, after Best’s appoinlinent, waged a continuing struggle 
over authority to issue directives to him. 

For example, NG 3170, OKW order of March 28, 1941, outlining functions 
of P’oreign Office propaganda units in the Greek campaign. 

NG 3167, memorandum on inlerministerial conference, February 5, 1941, 
between Foreign Office and OKW experts concerning the solution of technical 
transportation problems for (German military units. Foreign Office participation 
was nece.s9ary because one crucial problem was the movement of war supplies 
through Yugoslavia to Bulgaria. 

AG 146, Foreign Office order of June 22, 194], signed by Kiiensberg, desig- 
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nating ilelachmcnls of Forcipn Office officials in Russia; also 7VG IHH, report from 
Belgrade; to Foreign Office, May 3, 1941, on Kiiensbcrg’s capture of the pe^rsonal 
effects of Foreign Minister Ninccc in Belgrade; also NG 3950, Sonnleithncr 
to Protocol Division, July 12, 1941, informing of the foreign minister’s instruc¬ 
tions to Kuensherg to proceed to both Lcningracl and Moscow “in order to 
safeguard works of art.” 

“ NG 4634, foreign-minister order, January 17, 1914. The Fiibrer’s order 
permitting the Propaganda Ministry to assist in stimulating prisoners of war to 
work, did in no way affect the responsibilities of the Foreign Office. According 
to Erich Albrecht, the Foreign Office Legal Division atU'nipled to conceal from 
neutral investigators German violations of The Hague Convention in POW 
camps, fearing that such discoveries would lead to enemy reprisals. NG 3353, 
Robert Kempner’s interrogation of Erich Albrecht, October 21, 1947. 

“'Foreign Office financial encouragement facilitated the establishment of sucJi 
organizations as the Anti-Jewish World League, camouflaged as an export-import 
firm in its foreign work (NG 4639) ; see also NG 36()H, Abtriliing Deutschland 
correspondence concerning the establishment of an Arheitsgemeinsrhajt jiir 
eurojmische ViUkeTpolltik, a “private” organization to work on ethnical a-spects 
of German postwar policy. 

"’This development in fact was facilitated by the Foreign Office. Wrizsiicker, 
representing the fVireign Office in an interniinisterial conference on October 23, 
expressed the view' that “the Polish GencTal-Gouvernement should not be des¬ 
ignated nor administered in the international legal sense as an occupied area, 
as was Belgium in the 1914 18 war, since in that case iiiles of international law 
might apply to which we doubtless would not care to subjec t ourselves.” NG 
4330, Weizsiicker memorandum, October 23, 1939. 

‘\See PS 3614, Reich F'oreign Minister to Keitel iOKW), August 3, 1940. 
Ribbentrop here quotes the following Hiller decree: “The Fiihrer has hereby ex¬ 
pressly ordered that Ambassador Abetz is exclusively responsible for the handling 
of all political questions in Occupied and Unoccupied France;. In so far as his 
functions touch upon military interests. Ambassador Abetz will act only in agree¬ 
ment with the Military Commander in Chief.” In Denmark, Renthe-Fink’s b;ga- 
tion remained the liaison between Reich authorities and the Danish government 
until 1943. 

Ciaiio Diaries, entry for October 2, 1939. Ciano’s estimates of Ribbentrop, 
(me upstart’s of another, were never favorable, but assumed great bitterness 
aft('r the Nazi attack on Poland. On October 5, 1939, he wrote: “He | Ribben¬ 
trop 1 is an aristocrat, or, rather, a parvenu, and the shedding of the blood of 
the people does not worry bim.” 

“’See U.S. Department of Stale, Nazi-Soviet Relations, 1939-1941, pp. 330- 
334: a Schulcnburg memorandum of his conversation with Hiller on April 28, 
1941, and the Weizsiicker memorandum to Ribbentrop of the same dale. Weiz¬ 
siicker noted, inter alia: “It might perhaps be considered an alluring prospect 
to give the Communist system its death blow.... But the sole decisive factor is 
whether this project will hasten the fall of England.” A German attack on Russia, 
the stale secretary argued, “would only give the British new moral strength. 
It would be interpreted there as German uncertainty as to the .success of our 
fight against Imgland. We would thereby not only be admitting that the war 
was going to last a long time yet, but we might actually prolong it in this 
way....” It is ironic that verbal, tactical opposition to new projects of German 



NOTES 


191 


aggression eonipelletJ the slate seeretary, for ihc sake of argument, eiimulalively 
to accept the viability of prior adventures—such as the war in the West which 
he previously had opposed. 

"' Kordl, Wahn iind Wirklir.hkeit, p. 304, footnote. I have not been able to 
discover the document to which Kordt refers. It is not included in the above-cited 
I^azi-Sovict Rclatlons. 

NG 2H7J, Hiller decree of April 20, 1011. Before the invasion, Kosenberg’s 
office was, rather turgidly, known as the Dienststdle fur die zentrale Bearbeitung 
der Fragen des osteuropliischen Raiimvs. 

See pp. 33-37. 

" Kordt, U^'ahn und Wirklirhkeit^ pp. 310 311, footnote. For information on 
the moril)und Council, see pp. 41—4'2. 

■' .See ISG 454ii, minutes of Chefbespreehung^ February 9, 1940, attended by 
Goebbcls, l.amrncrs, Rosenberg, Kerri, Ley, Heydrich {RSIL4), and Wcizsacker. 
This meeting was helil to discuss the text of a proposed Hitler decree naming 
Rosenberg ‘Meputy for the safeguarding of the unity of National Socialist 
philosophy.” Kerri objected to the decree on the grounds that such an official 
governnK'nt act would risk making the Nazi State, seem an “enemy of Chris¬ 
tianity.” WeizsackcT, however, opposed Rosenberg's nomination to such a 
luH'uuse the Foreign Office insisted that “all directives and sugge.stions whiidi 
touch upon foreign poli(!y nupiire the approval of the Foreign Minister.” Rib- 
bentrop opposed any measure whitdi might give Rosenberg opportunity to inter¬ 
fere in the internal affairs of his niinisiry. 

‘ For details on this establishment, see chap, iii, n. 67. 

■^‘For details on Rosenberg’s Norwegian activities, see PS 004, Rosenberg to 
Hess, .lune 16, 1940. This report is highly critical of both the Foreign Office 
and the Oslo legation (Minister Brauer), for their (opposition to Rosenberg’s 
vi('ws about Quisling. Actually, before the invasion of Norway, only a handful 
of Wilhelnisliasse officials, among them Ribbentrop, Weizsiicker, and (/rundherr 
(id the Political Division), were kept informed of the di^velopment of Rosen- 
bf'rg's and Hitler’s plans with Quisling. The Foreign Office had no dirc'ct c(mlacl 
with the latter until January, 1940, when it agreed to furnish him with a RM 
200,000 subsidy. 

Peter Kle.ist. Zwisvhen Hiller und Stalin, p. 143. 

~''I\/G 46.Vi, Senior Legation Counselor Grosskopf to Ribbentrop via Weiz- 
sackcr, June 4, 1941. (irosskopf’s plan, which apparently was accepted in .sub¬ 
stance by Ribbentrop, initially was to involve the attachment of large staffs of 
diplomats to army-group commands in the East, l.ater they would have been 
located in Kiev, Tiflis, Riga, Minsk, and Moscow. (Jiicf Wilhelmstrasse rcjire- 
sentatives would have been 7'wardowski, Dienstmann, Zecdilin, Dr. Kleist, and 
Tippelskirch. Hilger, embassy counselor in Moscow, was to remain with Ribbcn- 
Irop a.s “interpreter.” 

NG 4990, Grosskopf to Ribbentrop, June 19, 1941. 

Rosenberg’s sub.sequent grotesc^ue failure to impose his ministry’s authority 
over the brutal and ignorant Reichskommissnrs Koch and I^ohse who later were 
appointed by Hitler to govern the Ukraine and Baltic areas, has been sketched 
by one of Rosenberg’s own officials, Peter Kleist, op. cit., pp. 129-229. Kleist 
formerly was with Ribbentrop’s Dienststidle, and was for a time head of Rosen¬ 
berg’s Abteilung Ostland. 

Ibid., pp. 147-148. 
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"TV(7 1690, Rnsenljers to Lmimicrs, July 11, 1942. In this note, Koscnherp; 
demanded from the Fiihrer that Foreign Oflice diplomatic representatives be 
recalled, and also that the Wilhelmstrasse’s Russia Committee be dissolved. 
Regrettably, I did not have access to the files of Foreign Office representatives’ 
reports from Russia (now in possession of the U.S. Army) to obtain a clear 
picture of their activities. For Ribbentrop’s complaints to Hitler, demanding 
on-the-spot policy-making powers for Foreign Office representatives, see NG 
16^1, foreign minister to Rammers, June 6, 1941. 

'''''NCA, L 221, Protocol of Hitler meeting concerning basic occupation policy 
in the U.S.S.R., July 16, 1941. In this meeting, Rosenberg did not lose his oppor- 
tiinily to insist that the foreign minister’s demand for a voice in Russian affairs 
be quashed. 

■“A6’ 4556, Cans affidavit, January 26, 1918, regarding Ribbentrop’s aims in 
1941. Directly after the. June 22 attack on Russia, tin* foreign minister embarked 
upon his vigorous but ill-starred efforts to draw^ Japan into the war against 
Russia. See his memorandum of June 2H, 1941, regarding a conversation with 
the Japanese Ambassador Oshima, DIG 3437. “Japan,” Rihbentrop urged, “has 
been offered a unique opportunity by the present situation.... After Soviet 
power has been liquidated in tlie Far East... Japan will find no difficulties in 
.solving the Chinese problem in the desired way.” The same sentiments were 
transmitted to the Japanese embassy the same day. A quick Cernian-Japane.se 
victory in Russia, the note declared, would serve to persuade the United States 
of the foolishness of going to war to aid Britain “against the most powerful 
combination on earth.” NG 4657. Two weeks later, the foreign minister was 
even more sanguine. In a cable, to the German ambassador in Tokyo, urging 
Otl to use “all the means at his di-sposal” to bring Japan into the war, he wrote: 
“It must remain our natural aim to join hands with Japan on the Trans-Sib(*rian 
Railway before the beginning of winter.” NG 4426, foreign minister to Olt, 
July 10, 1941. The foreign minister communicated the same sentiments to officials 
of the Foreign Office. 

''Hassell Diaries, entry of August 22, 1941. 

NCA, .Supplement II, p. 1229, Justice Jackson’s interrogation of Rihbentrop. 
Erich Kordt had noted tliat “Hitler reportedly became so agitated during this 
conference that he was ill for several weeks in August.” Kordt, Wahn und 
Wirklichkeit, p. .'U2, footnote. 

“M4. M. Gilbert, The Psychology of Dictatorship (New York: Ronald Press, 
1950), p. 201. 


CHAPTER VI 

^ Volkischer Beohachter, Berlin edition. May 21, 1942. 

‘ Loc. cit. 

^ NG 1251, chart of the Foreign Office as of April 1, 1943. 

^Kempner’s interrogation of Dr. Fritz Jlessc, formerly of the Information 
Division, NG 2679. 

^NG 2801. Kempner’s interrogation of Werner von Tippelskirch, former em- 
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haSHy counselor in Moscow anti member of the Rtissia Committee. The committee 
was formed in May, 1911. See NG 142, Grosskopf meinorandiim, May 5, 1941. 

" NG SOO^f, foreign minister decree, April 5, 1943. 

‘ Loc. cit. 

Loc. cit. 

"Leonardo Simoni (pseudonym of Michele Lanza), Uc.rlino—Ambasriata 
(Vltalia, 7WL /94.1 (Utmic: Migliarcsi, 1946), extract from Lanza’s diary, May 
14, 194.3. l.an/a was first secrelary of the Italian end)aHsy, 1939-1943. 

'"For a thorough treatment of the Foreign Office’s part in the Third Reich’s 
anti-Jewish measures, see Raoul Ililberg’s study, “The Role of the German Civil 
Service in the Destruction of the Jews.” 

" Documents ofTered in evidence in the Wilhclmstrassc Trial (Case XI) by the 
American prosecution provide information on the role of the Foreign Office in 
these matters. 

Fmil von Rinlelen affidavit, June 4, 1947, NG 3622. 

" The Goebbels Diaries, p. SI2. 

Sleengracht testimony at Ribbentrop’s trial, IMTD, X, 108. 

' ■ NG 4106 and NG 5110. 

" For complete data on such Himmler agents, including their names and the 
posts to which they were assigned, see NG 4852, Geiger to Reich foreign min¬ 
ister, May 12, 1944. It emerges from this collection of documents that L. C. 
Moyzisch, author of Operation Ctcero, was actually an RSHA police attache, 
disguised in the Ankara embassy as “assistant to the trade attache,” and not 
a foreign-service officer, as his book would have us believe. 

J.ulher, or one of his immediate subordinates, represented the Wilhelmstrasse 
at the following characteristic conferences: the crucial Wannsee conference on 
January 20, 1942, concerning the “final settlement of the Jewish cpieslion,” NG 
2586; the conference on January 29, 1942, to draft a decree, defining the term 
“Jew” in occupied Eastern territories, NG 5035; the conference on December 3, 
1941, under leadership of Oherpruppenfithrer Heydrieh concerning methods of 
forced labor conscription in occupied territories, NG 3347. Weizsiicker, however, 
participated directly in negotiations with Heydrieh on March 31, 1941, concern¬ 
ing regulations governing Himmler’s police attaches in German missions. See 
NG 4852. Similarly, Sleengracht participated in the interministcrial conference 
on July 12, 1944, concerning conscription of foreign manpower. See NG 1510. 
As far a.s can be ascertained from documents presented at the Wilhelmstrasse 
(Case XI) Trial, preparatory planning for this infamous Wannsee. conference 
was carried on in the Ahteiliing Deutschland, although the Legal Division raised 
objections to the conclusion of multilateral treaties concerning Jewish persecu¬ 
tions, preferring instead bilateral arrangements. See Das IJrteil im Wilhelm- 
strassen-Prozess, pp. 84-86. 

For example, NG 3325, Woermann memorandum, November 29, 1938, con¬ 
cerning Foreign Office subsidization of Hiinndcr’s Sicherheitsdienst work in 
Slovakia. In this latter document, Woermann recommends that the SD be given 
a Reichsmark subsidy, but that future Foreign Office grants to them be made 
only for specific projects, and after the SD had made out a case for their political 
value. 

’’^For example, NG 4883, Weizsiickcr memorandum, Jidy 5, 1938, concerning 
talk with Heydrieh about the fate of imprisoned Austrian officials, political 
personalities, and intellectuals. The talk followed strong British representations 
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to the EorniRn Office. Tleytlrirh, noted Weizsiicker, expressed a willingness to 
divulge such information to the Foreign Office ns would be necessary to refute 
charges contained in such diplomatic protests. 

PS 2P>5, Himmler memorandum, January 31, 1939, after a lengthy conver¬ 
sation with Oshima. A military extremist and close confidante of Himmler, 
Oshima first came to Tierlin as Japanese military attache, and later becanw' 
ambassadr»r to Germany. “[Oshimal has up to now succeeded in sending ten 
Kussians with bombs across the Caucasian frontier,” wrote Himmler. “These 
Russians had the task of eliminating Stalin. A number of other Riissian.s whom 
he sent previously were shot, on the border.” Other imaginative enterprises of 
Oshima involved the (‘mploymenl of six Russians in a clandestine hideout at 
Falkcnsee (near lleriin), writing and printing pamphlets which were then sent, 
via balloon and “favorable winds,” into the Soviet Union. Tracts were also 
smuggled into southern Russia via motorlioat from Romania. The fate of this 
jiropaganda factory after the Nazi-Soviet rapprochement is not known. The 
(ieslapo also rendererl invaluable service to the Foreign Office by pilfering stale 
documents of foreign powers. After the war, large numbers of intercepted 
foreign-diploiimlic dispatches were found in Foreign Office files, together with 
covering letters from the Gv.hvime Staat.spolizei in IJerlin. See J)GFf\ Scries D, 
1, 486, footnote. 

Wcizsacker, on several occasions, had his own office discreetly searched by 
Canaris’s Ahwehr technicians for hidden Gestapo microphones. See affidavit of 
Dr. Herbert Siegfried, Document Book fTeizsiicker V, Dor. 337. When Sumner 
Welles, in Marcli, 1940, visited the stale, secretary’s office he noticed that 
Wcizsacker “drew his chair toward the renter (d llie room and motioned to me 
to do likewise. It was evident that... tlic German secret polirc microphones 
were inslulle.d in the walls.” Sumner W'cllcs, A Time for Decision, pp. 99-100. 

'’Das Ehre.nbuch der SA and tPer IsTs (1933 ed.) list Killinger as Fiihre.r 
der SA jiir Mittcldeutschlnnd; Jagow as Fiihrer der SA Gruppen Berlin-Branden- 
hurgi Ludin as Fiihre.r der SA Gnippe Siidwest (Stuttgart) : Kasche as Grup¬ 
pen fiilirer der SA Gritppe Niedersarhsen; and Beckerle as SA Gruppenfuhrvr 
Hessen. Even Gochhels, who entertained few eharilahle ihoiigliLs about Ribhen- 
Irop’s ministry, noted in his diary on May 9, 1943: “Our envoys in Southeastern 
Europe who stem from the SA have, in the opinion of the Foreign Office, by no 
means proven themselves capable.... That shows that diplomacy, too, must be 
learned. You cannot simply assign good SA goose-steppers to a diplomatic post, 
for problems cannot be solved merely by manly courage and insolence.” The 
Goebbels Diaries, 1942-P)43, p. 362. Hassell, in his diary, recalled meeting 
Killinger, one of them, at his Bucharest post late in 1941. “Wilmowsky, Dietrich 
and I,” wrote Hassell, “called on Killinger... and were horrified at this brutal, 
uneducated, superficial sergeant major. He remarked that it would be best 
simply to set fire to Bucharest; it was nothing but a pigsty. He was wholly 
indifferent and uninformed about the problems that interested us.” Hassell 
Diaries, pp. 220 221. 

““The OKW-Abwehr, since October, 1933, had been authorized by a Hitler 
decree to carry on its foreign espionage work “independently and without the 
aid of other offices.” Nevertheless, according to a summary report prepared by 
the Foreign Office Political Division in 1940, “the closest and most conhdential 
co-opcralion Ihadl been established over the years” between the two organiza¬ 
tions. See NG 3494, Heyden-Rynsch to Woermann, May 25, 1940. Contact 
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lieiwecn the Foreign Office and tlie Abwehr was maintained through the Political 
Division and not, as was to be tlie case with liaison with Himmler’s SD, through 
Abteilung Deutschland. Rivalry between Canaris’s and Himmler’s agencies was 
spurred by the ambilion of Waller Schellenberg, intelligence {Amt VI) chief 
of RSHA to monopolize (ierman espionage, and by mounting evidence of thei 
inefficiency and political unreliability of Abwehr. Sec 11. K. Trevor-Roper, The 
y.f/.ff Days of Hitler, pp. 21-28. 

2S16, l.ikns memorandum to foreign minister, August 9, 1910. 

Loc. clt. A curious self-denial, since the very same report explicitly notes 
instances where SD agents already (before May, 1940) had “carried out... 
measures of foreign policy” such as “preparation for the annexation of Austria,” 
the “dissolution of (Czechoslovakia; preparation for the war against Poland; and 
tlie Venlo affair [kidnapping of British agents from the Netherlands!.” 

AC .'i028, Sehumburg to Kotze of the Riga legalitm, January 3, 1940, notify¬ 
ing him of plans to send additional Himmler agents abroad. Reports from 
Himmler agents transmitted through German missions should be sent to RSHA 
via the Foreign Office's Abteilung Deutschland. 

NG 4588, llimmler-Ribbeiitrop agreement signed at Fiihrcr headquarters on 
August 8, 1941. 

"' AC 4852, (.ieig(*r memorandum to foreign minister, May 12, 1944. Sometimes, 
apparently, “green-envelope material” was scrutinized by mission chiefs. Ac¬ 
cording to Geiger, the Himmler agent in Ankara, Moyziseh (who handled the 
famous Operation (drero), made the habit of submitting “practically all the 
material going to RSHA .. .io the Chief of Mission IPapenl” for information. 
“Green” correspondence came chiefly from missions in Madrid, Stockholm, 
Lisbon, and Lausanne. 

‘ AC 2214, Ribbeiitrop to Lorenz, chief of VOMI, January 18, 1941. Ribben- 
trop’s demand in this note that Lorenz submit “all general political questions” 
to liim for ap])roval caused Himmler to pencil a marginal comment on it: “So 
the Foreign Minister now wants to lead the Ormans abroad!” 

■"'AC 8081, Abteilung Deutschland file labeled “Difficulties between the 
Reirhsjuhrer-SS and the Foreign Office, 1942.” According to an organization 
chart, January 1, 19-11, the RSHA controlled issuance of passports for (rcrman 
citizens. Later, in Ocl(d)er, 19J3, RSHA had a central visa office as well. See 
C’ase. \J, Prosecution Document Book, LXXT, L 185 and L 219. 

■ ’ AC 3884, Reichsfiihrer-SS to Foreign Office, May 10, 1943. 

■'“See AC 3368, Kallenbrunncr of RSHA to foreign minister, denouncing 
Minister Veesenmayer in Btidapest for “defeatism,” .September 6, 1944; see 
also similar Kaltciibrunner memorandum, September 15, 1944, AC 3048; also 
affidavit of General Karl Wolff, concerning SS denunciation of Ambassador 
Ritter in 1940, Document Book Ritter, 11, Doc. 8. 

■^‘AC 3330, Luther to SS General Wolff, August 8, 1942, dealing with various 
siiuabbles of this character, such as the Hungarian Minister Stojay’s “unauthor¬ 
ized” and “illegal” negotiations with SS-Griippenfuhrer Berger concerning 
drafting of l^'affen-SS units in Hungary. 

Rihhentrop interrogation, August 30, 194,S, J\ICA, Supplement B, p. 1182. 

Ribbentrop interrogation, August 31, 1945, ibid., pp. 1195-1196. 

■'"AC 5036, Steengracht to foreign minister, November 7, 1943. 

See Operation Cicero, pp. 81-97, for Moyzisch’s account of this strange 
imbroglio. 
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NG 4852, draft of telrp:rQni from Kibbt^nirop to Papeii, Juno 17, 1944. 

See Curt Priifer affidavit, Document Book Steengrachi, I, Doc. 6. 

Loc. cit. 

Schroeder, chief of the Personnel Division, later recalled having gotten wind 
of Luther’s schemo “around (Jirislnias of 1943,” at which time he (Schroeder) 
informed Weizsacker of it. See Schroeder affidavit, DocurncJit Book Weizsiickcr, 
V, Doe. 146. As far as is discernible, the state secretary took no part whatsoever 
in Luther’s scheme. T have not come across Luther’s memorandum, which easily 
may have been destroyed. 

Hassell Diaries, entry for March 28, 194,3, p. 293. 

The fabric of this account is woven from various sources Kordt’s W"ahn 
and Wirklichkeit, p. 373; Weizsiieker's Erinneningen, p. 345—and was confirmed 
by Luther’s widow in a conversation 1 had with her in July, 1951. Incarcerated 
in various camps, Luther attempted suicide, was hospitalized, and released just 
before the Russian capture of Rerlin. Jle apparently died shorlly thereafter of a 
heart attack. It was Hasstdl’s view that the 5.S was little “interested” in Jailher, 
but “set a trap for him in tlie hope of getting something on Ribbentrop.” 
Hassell Diaries, entry of March 6, 1943, p. 290. xAccording to Sir David Maxwcll- 
Fyfe at Niirnberg, Luther had recommended to Himmler that Werner Pest, a 
former RSHA official then Reich minister in Denmark, be made foreign minister; 
this has not been confirmed by any other sources, hiiwever. See IMTB, X, 213- 
214. 

For complete details of tfiese administrative changes, see NG 48^n, a regu¬ 
lation promulgated by Schroeder on March 25, 1943. 

IMTB, X, 126. “I was adjutant,” Steengracht testified, “that is to say I was 
concerned with technical matters. At that time I never presented a pcditical 
report to liim I Ribbentrop I.” 1 have discovered nothing lo contradie,! this. 

The Goebbels Diaries, entry for May 26, 1943. 

‘‘"Affidavit of Dr. Gerhard Klopfer, former Party Chancellery offii.ial, Docu¬ 
ment Book Steengracht, Doc. 13. “Bormann,” wrote Klopfer, “told me of this 
afterwards, apparently in order lo induce, me to act similarly.” 

■‘‘‘During the Wilhelmslrassr trial, Wagner (who testified for the prosecution 
before fleeing from Germany) had the following to say to a defenst* lawyer’s 
sarcastic assertion that Wagner had “entered the Foreign Office via Ihisl sports 
career and not becaust; of any academic examination as is usually required for 
such a post”; “1 would like to object to this question in this form. Like many 
other people of all nations I believed that sptjrls was the best basis for under¬ 
standing between the youth of all nations.” Wugne.r conceded he had begun his 
diplomatic career “by being attached to the most prominent guests at the 
Olympic Games.” Case XI Transcript (English version), pp. 2585- 2586. Upon 
taking up the new “sport” of liaison with Himmler and Kallenbrunncr, Wagner 
was pushed up the service ladder to the rank of senior legation counselor in Sep¬ 
tember, 1943; on December 9, 1944, the Finance Ministry was requested to 
authorize his aj)pointnieiU as minister first class. See NG 2894. 

‘“Schroeder decree, March 25, 1943. NG 4891. 

Loc. cit. 

Schroeder circular, May 5, 1943. NG 1791, 

The Goebbels Diaries, pp. 266-267. 

Ibid., pp. 289-290. 

Ibid., p, 539. 
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^''This rommenl via TTasscll. Htissell Diaries^ p. 236. 

The Gocbbds Diaries, p. 502. 

■'•Ibid., rnlry of July 27, 1043, p. 407. 

(». M. Gilbert, op. rit., pp. 190 JOJ. 

Hassell Diaries, pp. 300 301. 

Ribbentrop earlier, oil June 6, 1942, had oflerecJ to make a deal with Himm¬ 
ler: for every 10,000 If'affen-SS volunlcers the Foreign Office could round up in 
occupied areas, Himmler should make available 10 young SS men for diplomatic 
service. Ribbentrop complained that previous Himmler promises to turn over 
personnel had, “like Dr. Ley’s Volkswagen, up to now remained purely platonic. 
Since my appointment as Foreign Minister I liavt; not received a single co-worker 
from SS ranks.” NG 3()4H, Ribbentrop to Himmler, June 6, 1942. 

Emil von Rintelen affidavit, Document Book Woerrriann, HI, Doc. 82. 

Steengracht's appointment came as somewhat of a surprise to some officials 
since, as Erich Albrecht of the Legal Division further observed in his affidavit, 
“he had not followed the normal career of foreign service.” Sec NG 4278. This 
was j)lausible; not since the early ’iwciilies bad a nonearcer fliplomat occupied 
the post. 

An old friend of Steengraebt, from univer.sily days, described the .state .secre¬ 
tary as a weak-willed jnan, flrivcn by an “ambitious and unscrupiilous wife,” He 
told an Ameri('an official that Steengraebt ‘Vas not capable of giving orders, even 
to his own servants. He just could not do it.” NG 3747, Keinpner’s interrogation 
of Philipp Augu.sf v(m Belhrnann-llollweg. 

Ribbentroji’s private secretary, Margarele Blank, testified at Niirnberg that 
when Steengrachl was informed of his appointment by Ribbentrop (while on the 
latter's train eii route to Salzburg), a vigorous clash ensued, reverberating 
thrtujgh the train, wdicn Sleengracht tried to get out of the job. See her affidavit, 
Dora merit Book Steengracht, I, Doc. 5. 

" See, telegram from Kaltenbrunner to S\S' PersonaUianptanit, March 22, 1943, 
notifying it of Six’s new a])pointnient. U.S. Army Document Center 7771, Berlin, 

Personnel filc.s, 

""For Megerle’.s background, .see Derrick Sington and Arthur Weidenfcld, 
The Goebbels Experiment, p. 130. 

Riihlc's Party activities since 1925 were nothing short of monumental. Before 
joining the Foreign Office about 1939, he held no less than 26 active po.st.s in 
various Party apparatuses. Riihle files, LI.S. Army Document Center 7771, Berlin. 

"^NG 3SJ2, Steengracht memorandum for foreign minister, July 19, 1944, 

"" Loc. cit. 

" Loc. rit. 

Hilberg, op. cit.; for illustrative examples of Inland's exterminative work, 
.see NG 8424, memorandum from Paul Karl Sclimidt, of Pre.sH Division, to the 
state secretary. May 27, 1944; also NG 2952, Tbadden of Inland II to Wagner, 
June 8, 1944. 

"AG 5015, Steengracht to German missions abroad, April 28, 1941. Rudolf 
Schleicr, in an affidavit, ascribed the A/ction.s.stelle’s eslabli.shmcnt to Hitler’s 
wish to “influence” the forthcoming American pre.sidential election, through 
anti-Semitic propaganda. The Fiihrer ollcrcd this job to Ribbentrop, threatening 
that if Ribbentrop declined it he would give it to Goebbels. Document Book 
Steengracht, I, Doc. 69. 

’■'AC 2952, Thadden to Wagner, June 8, 1944. One consular secretary, Hez- 
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inger, deserved a promotion, lie had done niiieh of llie spade* work for the inter- 
niinislry Jewish-speeialist conference at Kriimnihiibel, and most of the editorial 
work on Tagesspicf^el, an anti-Semiiie journal. 

Tims, for example, Inland oflicials urged on June 6, 1914, that large-scale 
violence against Budapest Jews scheduled for some time that month he so timed 
as to coincide with Allied landings in Trance; thus news of the former would 
he drowned out hy the latter. NG 22h0^ Wagner memorandum. Paul Karl 
Schmidt, of the Press Division, anticipating “violent reactions” abroad after the 
Budapest action, urged in another memorandum that pretexts for it be “ai 
ranged,” sucJi as “discovery of explosives in Jewish clubs or synagogues, unearth¬ 
ing of sabotage organizaI ions.” A'G 2424, Schmidt to state secretary, IVlay 27, 
1944. 

See Hans Schroeder affidavit. Document Book Steengracht, VII, Doc. 118. 
According to Schroeder, Ribbentrop refused to consider Steengracht competent 
to deputize for him. “It was on account of that derision and on account of other 
fundamental questions that llerr von Steengracht... requested the Foreign 
Minister in my presence to release him from his position. The Foreign Minister 
abruptly refused his request....! know that Ribbentrop feared that another 
change of State Secretaries within so short a period might result in personal dis¬ 
advantages for him, and that it was quite possible that he might be forced to 
appoint as Stale Secretary one of Himmler’s agents.” 

I\'G 1251, organization (!hari of the Foreign Oflice as of April 1, 1943, pre¬ 
pared by Dr. Friedrich Gaus. 

■' Erich Albrecht affidavit, NG 4278. 

Franz Six’s affidavit, Document Book Steengracht, I, Doc. 11. 

1251, Gaus’s April 1, 1943, organization chart. The higher officialdom, 
by April 1, 1943, was almost totally Nazified. Of the 63 officials appearing on Dr. 
Friedrich Gaus s (incomplete) organization chart of tliat dale, 51 were, by then. 
Parly members. Two liad been rejecteil by llu^ Parly after application. Informa¬ 
tion on four is unavailable. 

^'Hassell Diaries, December 5, 1943. Goebbels also described the raid. “The 
government quarter,” he wrote, “is nothing short of an inferno. One can hardly 
recognize the Wilhelmplalz.” Goebbels Diaries, November 24, 1913. For news¬ 
paper accounts of these raids, see New York Times, November 24 and 25, 1943. 

Schmidt, op. cit., p. 558. 

For a brief account of thi.s bureaucratic evacuation see DGFP, Series 1), IV, 
x-xi. 

NG 8703, interrogation of Legation Counselor Eduard von .Selzam, July 18, 
1947. 

Testimony of Albrecht von Kcssel, June 21, 1948, at Niirnberg, Case XI 
Transcript (English version), pp. 955^1-9.556; also Allen W. Dulles, Germany's 
Underground, passim. The “nexus” between Foreign Office and army conspirators 
.seems to have been provided by familial relationships of Haften, Kessel, and others. 

Weizsackcr, op. cit., p. 177. 

See Kessel testimony. Case XI Transcript (English version), pp. 9553-9556. 
Al .so Dulles, op. cit., pp. 125-146. 

Weizsiicker wa.s not held in high esteem by some of the more important July 
20 conspirators. The full story is not clear; until early 1942, Hassell had viewed 
the stale secretary us a useful informant. But Weizsackcr, evidently fearful of 
Hassell’s extreme intentions and his indiscretions, broke with him. In a conver- 
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sation between the two un April 29, 1942, at Weizsiicker’s home, “he proceeded 
I Hassell wrote! to heap reproaches on me as he paced excitedly up and down. 
I had been unbelievably indiscreet, quite unheard of; as a mailer of fact, ‘with 
all due deference,’ so had my wife. This was all known in certain places (the 
Gestapo), and they claimed to have documents. Tie must demand, most emphati¬ 
cally, that 1 cuirrcct this behavior.... I should certainly burn everything I had 
in the way of notes which covered conversations in which one or another had 
said this or that. Apparently he meant himself.... Finally he said: ‘Now% auf 
Wiedersehen, but please not too soon!’ ” Hassell Diaries, entry for April 27 (.szr), 
1942. Immediately thereafter the state secretary evidently warned his subordi- 
nales lo shun Hassell, instructing them under no circumstances to tell Hassell of 
this. Hassell Diaries, entry for May 1, 1942. Hassell would have none of him 
after this, nor, apparently, would General Beck, one of the principal underground 
leaders. Discussing possible post-Nazi cabinet leaders in December, 1943, Hassell 
wrote: “Goerdelcr thinks Popitz would be suitable for the embassy lo the Vati¬ 
can. Not bad, for Beck would reject Wcizsacker for this post, and, indeed, for 
any post, espz^cially because of Weizsiickcr’s speech to the diplomats . . . returning 
from America in May, 1942.” Hassell Diaries, entry for December 27, 1943. Sec 

p. 121. 

^'llans Schroeder affidavit. Document Book Ritter, IV, Doe. 44. Also Gustav 
Adolf Sonnenhol affidavit. Document Book Weizsiicker, V, Doc. 43. For a partial 
transcript of .Iiulgc Frcisler’s McCarthy-like Volksgericht proceedings against 
Schulcnhurg, Hassell, Troll zii Solz, and others, see NG 1019: transcript from a 
recording of the Nazi propaganda fdm, “Proceedings against the Criminals of 
20 July 1914.’’ A total of eight martyred diplomats arc li.sled by Rudolf Pechcl 
in his Ehrentajel der Toten des 20. Juli. Pechel, Dcutscher W’iderstand, pp. 339 - 
343. 

"" AG 4972, Bohlc to Himmler, September 25, 1944. 

"" Bohle lesliniony. Case XI Transcript (English version), p. 13510. 

AG Lammers moinorandiim, December 13, 1944. 

llibhcntrop interrogation, August 30, 1945. NCA, Sutzphment B, p. 1182. 

’"’AG 3341, Kinteleii menioraiidiim, September 30, 19b). 

Loc. cit. 

Trevor-Roper, 77zc Last Days of Hitler, p. 32. 

Ibid., p. 52. 

Coiinl Folke Bernadottc, The Fall of the Curtain, pp. 13-19. 

Ibid., p. 18. 

"’ Trevor-Roper, op. cit., p. 52. 

" Schmidt, op. cit., p. 584. 

New York limes, June 17, 1945. 


CHAPTER VII 

^ Some characteristic reflections on this problem may be found in Gordon 
Craig, “The Professional Diplomat and His Problems,” World Politics, IV (Jan¬ 
uary, 1952), 145-158; George Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (Chi¬ 
cago: University of Chicago Pre.ss, 1951) ; Harold Nicolson’s two works: Lord 
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Curzon: The Last Phase (Boslori: Houghton Mifflin, 1931) and Diplomacy (New 
York: lliircourt, Brace, 1939) ; Sir Vidor Wellesley, Diplomacy in Fetters (Lon¬ 
don: Hutchinson, 1944) ; and Sir Robert Vansitlari, “The Decline of Diplomacy,” 
Foreign Affairs, XXVIll (January, 1950), 177-188. All of these works approach 
the problem in a fashion synipalhelic to the professional diplomat. 

Qluoted by A. F. Whyte in his introduction to De Calliercs, On the Manner 
of Negotiating with Princes (English transL, Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1919), 
p. xi. 

“ Nicolson, Curzon, p. 387. 

* Robert Nightingale, The Personnel of the British Foreign Office (London: The 
Fabian Society, 1930), passim. 

‘‘David 3'hoinson, Democracy in France, p. 59; also Frederick L. Schumaii, 
War and Diplomacy in the French Republic (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1931), 
passim. 

“Robert Bcndiner, 7Vie Riddle of the State Department (New York: Farrar 
and Rinehart, 1942), p. 112. 

•Ibid., p. 111. 

*’An observation of Sir John Simon, in his introduction to John Tilley and 
Stephen (iaselce, The Foreign Office (London: Putnam, 1933), p. ix. 

^Proposals for the Reform of the Foreign Service, Cmd. 6420 (London: 11. M. 
Stationery Office, 1913), p. 2. 

^“An American official recently estimated that, in the 1947-1948 fiscal year, 
“only 25 per cent of the U.S. representatives in 394 international meetings were 
from the Department of State.” George Mc(!)hee, “(.loordinating Foreign Aid,” 
Department of State Publication 3.392 (January, 1949), p. 8. 

Craig, op. cit., pp. 147 148. 

Vansitiart, op. cit., p. 186. 

Nicolson, Curzon, pp. 48-49. 

^^Ibid., p. 60. 

“Lord Curzon,” Nicolson wrote, “used to complain bitterly that, of all Gov¬ 
ernment Departments, the Foreign Office was the only one which was never 
permitted to conduct itself.” Ibid., p. 60, footnote, 
p. 56. 

Vansittart, op. cit., p. 186. 

Craig, op. cit., p. 153. 

Sumner Welles, Seven Decisions That Shaped History, pp. 215-216. 

""James F. Byrnes, Speaking Frankly (New Y"ork: Harper, 1947), p. 23. 

William Langcr and S. Everett Gleason—in their study of American diplo¬ 
macy, The Challenge to Isolation (New York: Harper, 1952), pp. 8-9—observe 
that the president “fell that the Department and more particularly the Foreign 
Service contained ... many men who had been appointed for social rather than 
for more practical considerations, who were unfriendly to his foreign as [sic] to 
his domestic policies, and who were not beyond making unauthorized disclosures 
to opposition circles.” 

■■^The all-time mileage record for transoceanic diplomatic hopping seems to 
have been set by former Secretary James Byrnes, of the United States. In the 
fifteen months between July, 1945 and October, 1946, the secretary of state 
crossed the Atlantic no less than 14 times. Byrnes’s travels are proudly and 
graphically mapped on the cover pages of his recollections. Speaking Frankly. 

““ For Kennedy’s views, see Langer and Gleason, op. cit., pp. 481-482: “Church- 
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ill . .. certainly sensed the Ambassador’s skepticism and must have feared its 
effect on Washini;l(m. Happily, as a ‘Former Naval Person,’ the new Prime 
Minister had been in direct tbuugh only occasional comnuiniealion with the 
President.” 

Jules Cainbon, The Diplomatist (London: Philip Allan, 1931), p. 3. 

■ ' Nicolson, Ciirzon, pp. 402 403. 

"" Vansillart, op. cit., p. 179. 

Loc. cit. 

Bcncliner, op. cit., p. 109. 

Keiinan, op. cit., pp. 93 94. 

llunnah Arcndl, The Oriftins of Totalitariunism, pp. 330-381. 

The nadir of such iiiconj^ruous diplomatic affability is recorded in the 
memoirs of Paul Otto Schmidt, chief of Ribbenirop’s Biiro RAM. When the 
Americ-an charge d'affaires in Berlin, on December 11, 1941, appeared before 
Bibbentrop to receive from him Germany’s declaration of war on the United 
Stales, Schmidt recalls how he himself afUTwards “accompanied the American 
diplomat - with whom we in the Foreign Office had good reason to sympulhi/.c— 
to the door, gave him my hand, and smiled at him. Outside, the Protocol Chief 
awaited him, and tcj my .satisfaction assumed the same demeanour as I, and did 
his best to lighten these painful moments for tlie American charge.” Schmidt, 
op. cit., p. 542. 

■‘"Hitler himself was conscious of the benefits of such administrative chaos. 
“German diplomacy,"’ he once remarked during the war, “was so alicnattul from 
reality that it never placed conlidenc(‘ in the German colonists abroad, nor did 
it cultivate and direct them. What German consulate now goes out of its way to 
help German colonists? For this reason he had had to create the Auslands- 
orpanisation, to the gn;aL displeasure of the Foreign Office.” Picker, Hitlers 
Tischgespriichc im Fiihrerhauptqitariier, pp. 00-61. 
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graphed defense document books now in the Law Faculty of Heidelberg Uni¬ 
versity. 

NG materials used consisted primarily of extracts from the captured archives 
of the (German Foreign Office, covering the period 19.J8-1945, and, to a lesser 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 


204 


cxtcnl, ihe pm-ccling five years of Nazi rule; inierrof^alions l)y proseriilion staff 
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cited below. 
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